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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
One effect of the increasing acceptance of group as a thera-
peutic method since World War II is the greater involvement of "normals" 
in therapeutic processes, both group and individual. Increased atten-
tion of professionals of many disciplines, who customarily work with 
groups, has resulted in some dichomotous issues that have not been re-
solved and may never be resolved. Among those issues, the question of 
whether groups should be formed homogeneously or heterogeneously con-
tinues to be debated. While there is much opinion in the literature, 
there is little empirical research to support either position. A look 
at the literature ~ises the immediate question of whether therapists 
practice what they preach. Though the prevailing opinion opts for 
heterogeneously formed groups selected at random, one sees literature 
generally oriented toward. "specialized groups" which have been formed 
to deal with specific problems. For example, in a review of the liter-
ature by Lubin and Lubin in 1972, specialties ranged from the familiar 
problems of family, marriage, alcoholism, drug addiction, sexual de-
viancy, and so forth, to such highly specific problems as treatment of 
chronic lower back pain, premature ejaculation, and exhibitionism and 
voyeurism.1 
B. Lubin and A. W. Lubin, "The Group Psychotherapy Literature: 
1972," International Journal of Group Psychotherapy 23 (October 1973): 
474-513. -
1 
2 
Cohesiveness-Dissonance 
Of the factors on which the theoretical positions are based, 
those of cohesiveness and dissonance are recurrent. Most therapists 
agree that group cohesiveness is mandatory for group success. In 
groups, cohesiveness means that participants tend to stick together or 
hold together in a unit. The greater the degree of group cohesiveness, 
the better the experience for individual participants. 
Yalom speaks directly to this issuea 
Homogeneous groups are believed to "jell" more quickly, to 
become more cohesive, to offer more immediate support to 
the group members, to have better attendance, less conflict, 
and to provide more rapid symptomatic relief. On the other 
hand, however, the homogeneous group, in contrast to the 
heterogeneous group, is widely believed to tend to remain 
at superficial levels and to be an ineffective medium for 
the altering of character structure •••• Foulkes and Anthony 
suggest blending together a "'mixed bag of diagnoses and dis-
turbances" to form a therapeutically effective group. '"I'he 
greater the span between the polar types, the higher the 
therapeutic potential, if the group£!!! stand it." 
Unfolding from these clinical observations, is the 
rule that a degree of imcompatibility must exist between the 
patient and the interpersonal need culture of the group if 
change is to occur. This principle--that change is preceded 
by a state of dissonance or incongruity---has considerable 
social psychological research backing •••• 
However, heterogeneity 1must not proceed at the price of creating a group isolate •••• 
It is clear from Yalom's discussion that even the theoretical 
foundations supporting cohesiveness and dissonance appear to be clouded 
with exceptions. Since cohesiveness is the quality of group used to 
support the principle of homogeneity in group composition and disso-
nance is the quality used to support the principle of heterogeneity, it 
appears resolution of the theoretical conflict cannot be achieved 
1Irvin D. Yalom, The Theory and Practice of Group Psychotherapy 
(New York: Basic Books, Inc., Publishers, 1970), pp. 193-95. 
3 
through clinical impression or theoretical attitude. 
Group Isolation, Deviancy, and Premature Termination 
Bach, in a study of people who dropped out of groups, found 
that they did not do so because they were unsuited for group therapy 
since they did well when placed in other groups. Rather, "Those who 
left the group had been considered deviant in some way by a majority of 
the other members and sought to evade the overt group pressures to 
1 
change by dropping out." 
In a research study of clinic outpatients, Yalom investigated 
the group deviant and group dropout. His findings are consonant with 
the cohesiveness-dissonance issue. He found the following& 
.•• (they) deviated significantly from the rest of the group 
in several areas crucial to their group participation, and 
this deviance and the consequent repercussions were con-
sidered as the primary reason for.premature termination •••• 
always they were isolates and were perceived by the thera-
pists and often by the patients as retarding group locomo-
tion. It was said of all these patients by the group, by 
the therapists, and sometimes by the patients themselves 
that they just "didn't fit in". Their differentness or "not 
fitting in" is difficult to translate into objectively 
measureable factors. The most commonly described charac-
teristics are these patients' lack of psychological sophis-
tication, psychological insight manisfested in part by the 
common utilization of denial. Concurrent with this there 
is usually a lower socioeconomic status, a lower educa-
tional level, and a narrower range of cult~ral interests. 
Many of them were in non-skilled occupations. 
Therapists cited other reasons that seemed to differentiate the event-
ual deviant member in their description of the deviant's group be-
havior. 
----1 G. R. Bach, Intensive Group Psychotherapy, cited by Irvin D. 
Yalom, "A Study of Group Therapy Dropouts," Archives of General Psychi-
~ 14 (April 1966), 394. 
2 Ibid., Yalom, pp. 399-400· 
4 
••• these patients functioned on a different level of communi-
cation from the rest of the group. They tended to remain at 
the symptom-describing, advice-giving and seeking or judg-
mental levels and avoided discussion of immediate feelings 
and here-and-now interaction. The rest of the group was pre-
vented from progressing farther until these patients termi-
nated. The group response to their dropout was usually one 
of relief. Little guilt was experienced, since in most in-
stances the group knew in advance that the patient was a 
"misfit". Rarely was the dropout unexpected. Occasionally 
there was some mild apprehension since the patient according 
to the therapist had been keeping the group "safely super-
ficial" •••• the fact that over 40% of the dropouts reported 
subsequent improvement in other modes of therapy suggests 
that the dropouts1 are not a therapeutically recalcitrant group of patients. 
Quite the contrary. It would appear that they had not developed suffi-
cient therapeutic skill to participate in a group experience. And 
finally: 
There is experimental evidence (Sherif and Asch) then, that 
the group deviant derives less satisfaction from the group, 
is rejected by the group, is isolated by the group, exper-
iences anxiety, is less valued by the gr~up, is less prone 
than non-deviants to terminate membership. 
Extrapolation from Natural Groups 
Extrapolation from the study of natural groups and problem-
solving groups to group therapy is of itself a matter of debate. 
According to Berelson and Steiner, "As people move from one 
social group to another, they tend to take over the attitudes and prac-
tices of the new group, in this regard as in others."3 They also find 
that people choose to associate with people who have like attitudes and 
behavior. 
----·1 Yalom, "Study of Dropouts," pp. 400-408. 
2 Ibid., p. 409. 
3Bernard Berelson and Gary A. Steiner, Human Behavior1 An In-
ventory of Scientific Findings (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 
1964), p-. 509. 
5 
Cartwright and Zander note that " ••• on the basis of' several 
studies, it appears that those who are not members (of' a group) but who 
are strongly attracted to membership act as members do, and in some 
cases may outdo the members apparently in order to prove their suit-
ability f'or acceptance by the group."1 
Newcomb2, in 1961, and Van Dyne3, in 1940, found a strong pos-
itive relationship between interpersonal attraction and interindividual 
similarity. 4 Lindzey and Borgatta , in 1954, and Zander and Havelin5, 
in 1960, report trends that individuals choosing one another lean to-
ward likeness in attitudes. Cartwright and Zander in 1960 made the 
following statement& 
••• persons preferred to associate with those close to them in 
ability (rather) than with ones divergent from them in abil-
ity. The results of' the tendency f'or like to join like in 
group association is ~ eventual increase in similarity among 
the members/) 
Bach claims relevance of' group dynamic influences in therapy groups. 
He indicates that small problem-solving group variables such as cohes-
iveness, clique formation, norm development, occur also in therapy 
1Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander, Group Dynamics, as quoted 
in A. P. Goldstein, K. Heller, L. B. Sechrest, Psrhotherapy and the 
Psychology of' Behavior Change (New York& Wiley, 1966 p. 353. 
2 T. M. Newcomb, The Acquaintance Process, as cited in Gold-
stein, Heller, and Sechrest, pp. 350-51. 
3v. E. Van Dyne, "Personality Traits and Friendship Formation 
in Adolescent Girls," cited Ibid. 
4G. Lindzey and E. F. Borgatta, 
cited Ibid. 
"Sociometric Measurement," 
5A. Zander and A. Havelin, "Social Comparison and Interper-
sonal Attractiveness," cited Ibid. 
6Ibid., Cartwright, P• 350. 
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groups.1 However, Goldstein, Heller, and Sechrest say, "With few ex-
ceptions ••• such extrapolations have neither been developed nor placed 
under experimental scrutiny. Thus, although we clearly lean toward 
this extrapolatory position, confirming evidence is yet to become 
available. Further, there are others who hold that group dynamic con-
siderations are wholly irrelevant to psychotherapeutic interactions."2 
The consideration of one such point of view might be appropriate. The 
writers give the following example of such a position. 
The ••• authors (Lowrey (1944) and Wolf and Schwartz (1962) 
take their stand against group dynamics with a remarkable 
degree of vehemence and apparently base it on a misperception 
of the manner in which group dynamics principles and ther-
apist orientation to the group as a whole influence the re-
sulting therapeutic interaction. They comment: 
The group dynamic emphasis tends to homogenize the mem-
bership, to create an apparency of psychologic uniformity 
and so to block the emergence of ••• healthy differentia-
tion. The group dynamic point of view sponsors a false 
belief in the value of mediocrity. The group dynamic 
orientation is anti-rational and anti-multidimensional. 
It emphasizes structure and neglects content and process. 
The stress on ~oup dynamics is anticlinical and anti-
therapeutic •••• 
Goldstein, et al., go on to say that most therapists give attention to 
both individual psychodynamics and group dynamics rather than to only 
one or the other. They summarize the whole discussion by saying, the 
"question to which this material is directed is 'What are the implica-
tions for group cohesiveness?'4 
1G. R. Bach, Intensive Group Psychotherapy, cited in Goldstein, 
Heller, and Sechrest, pp. 320-21. 
2Goldstein, Heller, and Sechrest, pp. 320-21. 
3A. Wolf and E. K. Schwartz, Psychoanalysis in Groups, as 
quoted in Goldstein, Heller, and Sechrest, pp. 320-21. 
4Goldstein, Heller, and Sechrest, p. 354. 
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Clinical Impressions 
Referring to a review of the literature by Jack Gibb, Carl 
Rogers had the following to say about the matter of selection of par-
ticipants for group experiences: 
One of the commonest myths regarding groups is that only cer-
tain people should be included, or that there should be a 
careful screening of participants. This does not fit my ex-
perience at all. In fact when asked such questions in public 
I have facetiously replied that I thought very careful 
screening should be done, and no one should be admitted un-
less he was a person: I am pleased to see this point of view 
confirmed by a review of all the available research. 
While Gibb's review does indicate that no one should be excluded from a 
group experience, it is not so clear that it indicates there should be 
no screening or selection of participants. Gibb does conclude, in dis-
cussing the research to date (1970), "What we seem to have are some 
promising theories, some meager data, and some methodological innova-
tions. We do not as yet have adequate tests of the theories of group 
growth. "2 
According to Yalom: 
The impressions of individual clinicians regarding the effect 
of group composition must be evaluated with caution. The lack 
of a common language describing behavior, the problems of 
outcome evaluation, the theoretical biases of the therapist, 
and the limited number of groups that any one clinician may 
treat, all limit the validity of clinical impressions in this 
area.J 
He does, however, give particular attention to the following clini-
ciansz 
-------1 ( Carl Rogers, On Encounter Groups New York: Harper and Row, 
1970) p. 119. 
Effects of Human Relations Training," in 
Bergin and Sol L. Garfield 
JYalom, Group Psychotherapy, p. 193. 
8 
Whitaker and Lieberman help to clarify the issue by suggest-
ing that the group therapist strive for maximum heterogeneity 
in the patients' conflict areas and patterns of coping, and 
at the same time strive for homogeneity of the patients' 
degree of vulnerability and capacity to tolerate anxiety. 
For example, they state that a homogeneous group of individ-
uals, all with major conflicts about hostility which were 
dealt with through denial, could hardly offer therapeutic 
benefit to its members. However, a group with a wide range 
of vulnerability, (loosely defined as ego-strength), will, 
for different reasons, also be retarded; the most vulnerable 
patient will place limits on the group, which will become 
highly restrictive to the less vulnerable ones.1 
Yalom relates watching the most effective group he has observed formed 
homogeneously according to symptom and concludes that homogeneously 
formed groups can never really be homogeneous because of the signifi-
cant differences that exist in all individuals. He further states that 
this supposedly homogeneous group did not remain at a superficial level 
and did effect ~ significant change in its members in spite of its 
over all appearance of "plodding dullness". Yalom emphasizes his be-
lief that group stability, attendance, and cohesiveness are the primary 
factors that bring about a successful experience. However, he does not 
equate cohesiveness with in-group comfort or social ease. "Often 
quite the reverse occurs; only in a cohesive group can a patient ex-
perience and tolerate extreme discomfort and discouragement."2 
Yalom, who favors homogeneity because of his own personal ob-
servation of unusually successful groups so constituted, goes on to 
say, "Although I have studied many so-called homogeneous groups (e.g., 
ulcer patients, dermatological patients, obese women, parents of de-
linquent children) which have remained superficial, I felt that this 
was the effect, not of homogeneity, but of the set of the therapist and 
1Ibid., PP· 193-94. 
2Ibid., P• 197. 
9 
the restricted culture which he helped f'ashion."1 
The Statement of' the Problem 
This dichotomy in opinion by highly respected theoreticians is 
reflected in the purpose of' this study. Can greater personal growth be 
achieved by individuals assigned homogeneously according to ego-
strength in a group experience? 
The Subproblem 
A subproblem of' this study is to determine whether leader ori-
entation produces differences in participants' growth in ego-strength. 
Definition of Terms 
Ego may be defined as the individual as a whole in his capa-
city to think, feel an~ act1 the self'. Cox says, in speaking of' adult 
psychological maturity1 
••• (it does) not bring, even in these years of' greatest emo-
tional fulfillment, exemption from conflict and pain. The 
heightened a~reness that their well-developed intellect and 
emotional comprehension bring, their openness to sensory im-
pressions and intuitions, their essentially object-oriented 
approach in human relationships, and their sensitive involv-
ment in the social issues of' their time and place make them 
vulnerable. Their emotional health lies in their assimila-
tion of' these enriching experiences and their use of' them to 
reach still higher levels of' personality organization.2 
Discussing the limits set genetically, the limits set by stage of' 
physical and cognitive growth, and the limits set by the input from the 
environment, she goes on to say1 
The level of' actual achieved maturity is, however, better 
1rbid. 
2Rachel Dunaway Cox, ''The Concept of' Psychological Maturity," 
in vol. 1 of' American Handbook of' Psychiatry• The Foundations of' Psy-
chiatry, ed. Silvana Arieti, 3 vols. (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 
1974) , p. 226. 
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conceived as the outcome of the ways in which these contri-
buting component$ are marshaled in the service of the needs 
and purposes of the total organism. The synthesizing of re-
sources, the selective responding, the directing of energy, 
and the harmonizing of many levels of thought and action in 
their totality are known as integration •••• This entity (the 
tendency or entity that makes integration possible and is 
thought to have a genetic core), which becomes clearer cut 
and more individualized as experiences and the memo:rles of 
them accumulate, is referred by some theorists as the self. 
others call it the ego.1 
Ego-strength& Gottesman, who in 1959 attempted to add to the 
body of construct validation for Barron's Ego-Srength Scale, indi-
cated that Barron's item content involved the following conceptualiza-
tion of ego-strength& 
••• physiological stability and health, a strong sense of 
reality, feelings of personal adequacy and vitality, permis-
sive morality, lack of e'thnic prejudice~ emotional outgoing-
ness and spontaneity, and intelligence. 
It may also be defined asa 
•• ~the effectiveness with which the ego discharges its vari-
ous functions. A strong ego will not only mediate between 
id, superego, and reality and integrate these various func-
tions, but further it will do so with enough flexibility so 
that energy will remain for creativity and other needs. This 
is in contrast to the rigid personality in which ego func-
tions are maintained, but only at the cost of impoverishment 
of the personality.) 
Homogeneous may be defined as follows& of the same kind, 
nature, or character; similazfl- according to ~ variable. In this 
study the variable is ego-strength. 
1Ibid., P• 227. 
2r. I. Gottesman, "More Construct Validation of the Ego-
Strength Scale," Journal of Consulting Psychology 23 (August 1959) 1 p. 
~J. 
JHinsie and Campbell's Psychiatric Dictionary, 4th ed. (1970), 
p. 256. 
4The World Book Dictionary, 1974 ed., vol. 1, p. 1004. 
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Heterogeneous is defined& different in kind, not at all sim-
ilar; unlike; varied1 according to ~ variable. In this study the 
variable is ego-strength. 
Task-oriented is defined as understood in a discussion of the 
T-Group trainer by Rory O'Day. He indicates the T-Groups (sensitivity 
training groups, one type of which is self-analytic), "refer to all 
types of experiential group situations that are designed to achieve 
educational, remedial, or therapeutic aims by encouraging participants 
to discuss their performances and perceptions in the immediate context 
of the group. "2 
He distinguishes between several types of T-Groups o~ self-
analytic groups. One type he refers to as a learning group. This 
group has been developed largely in educational settings, and its par-
ticipants are largely college students. 
The leader-teachers of these groups are concerned primarily 
with teaching the members, through a direct experience, about 
the complexity of interpersonal relationships. These leaders 
are not much involved in trying to change the behavior or 
attitudes of the members in any particular direction except 
in so far as they want the members to examine group p~ocess. 
They do not provide a therapeutic experience that promises to 
alleviate the personal sufferings of the members •••• the group 
experience is usually part of a course on group and interpe~ 
sonal relationships. (Bales, 1970; Mann, 1967; Mills, 1964; 
Slater, 1966) 
In this study, task-oriented may be defined as Rory O'Day has defined 
learning group. The specific style of the task-oriented groups' 
1Ibid., p. 985. 
2Rory O'Day, "The T-Group Trainer, A Study of Conflict in the 
Exercise of Authority," in Analysis of Groups, eds. Graham S. Gibbard, 
John J. Hartman, and Richard D. Mann (San Francisco: Jossey-BassiUb-
lishers, 1974), p. 387. 
3Ibid., pp. 387-88. 
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teacher-leader is discussed in Chapter III. 
Therapy-oriented groups are primarily concerned with the intra-
personal growth and the interpersonal growth of each participant. 
While this type of group also observes group process and group dynamics 
in order to achieve its main goals, this focus, unlike that in "learn-
ing group" referred to above, is secondary. The particular style of 
the therapy-oriented leaders is discussed in Chapter III. 
Independent Variable& The primary independent variable is 
selection to groups on the basis of ego-strength as measured by 
Barron's Ego-Strength Scale. The groups were formed homogeneously on 
the basis of high ego-strength and low ego-strength. The heterogeneous 
groups were composed of a variety of levels of ego-strength. 
The secondary independent variable is trainer orientation; 
therefore, task and therapy. 
Dependent Variable& The dependent variable is change scores 
in ego-strength as measured by Barron's Ego-Strength Scale and change 
scores in primary personality factors as measured by Cattell's Sixteen 
Personality Factor Questionnaire. 
Abbreviations 
The following abbreviations will be used. H-Es will be used to 
abbreviate high ego-strength as measured by Barron's scale. L-Es will 
be used to abbreviate low ego-strength as measured by Barron's scale. 
PFwill be used to abbreviate personality factors. 
abbreviate subjects. 
The Hy-potheses 
Ss will be used to 
1. There is no significant difference between homogeneous and 
heterogen~ous Es change scores. 
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2. There is no significant difference between task-oriented 
groups' and therapy-oriented groups' change scores. 
3. There is no significant difference between low Es and high 
Es change scores. 
4. There is no significant difference in the change scores o£ 
the primary personality £actors between homogeneous and heterogeneous 
groups. 
The Limitations o£ the Study 
1. The population is composed o£ doctoral and master's level 
graduate students at Loyola University o£ Chicago. It is select, and, 
therefore, results may not be generalizable to all populations. 
2. Pre-testing may influence post-testing. 
3. Growth may be a result o£ natural developmental patterns or 
outside influences such as involvement in other therapeutic experience. 
Past data have indicated that most are not in other therapeutic experi-
ences. 
4. One course, Individual Appraisal, in which the groups occur 
is required and may present educational resistances not encountered in 
general therapeutic experiences. 
In spite o£ these limitations, it is hoped that the results o£ 
the study will provide an indication o£ the desirability or lack o£ 
desirability o£ grouping homogeneously according to ego-strength to 
promote the greater growth outcome £or individual participants in group 
experience. 
Assumptions 
It is assumed in this study that the method o£ group will con-
tinue to be used widely and with increasing frequency £or experiential 
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learning purposes and for personal growth as well as for therapeutic 
purposes in growth centers, communities, and in institutions of all 
kinds. This method will be used by teacher-leaders and private prac-
titioners of all disciplines. 
It is further assumed that any technique or method employed to 
facilitate learning in human beings requires serious scientific ex-
ploration to validate its beneficial usefulness or to discover any 
potential harmful consequences from its employment. 
It is also assumed that, given beneficent properties associated 
with group method, its use can be continuously improved when variables 
associated with that use are examined under carefully controlled scien-
tific scrutiny and submitted to appropriate statistical analysis. 
Rationale 
The importance of clearer understanding, validated by research, 
of what occurs in group experiences and what variables affect what 
occurs seems self-evident. Of primary concern is the question of group 
composition. 
In discussions of composition by theoreticians, one finds a 
sharp difference in opinion exists regarding whether groups should be 
homogeneously or heterogeneously formed. There is little research to 
support either position. Research that has been done has produced con-
flicting results. There is some modest support, however, for homo-
geneous grouping according to some variables. A strong need exists for 
the investigation of additional variables in tightly controlled exper-
iments. In practice, 
geneously according to 
group leaders generally form groups hetero-
availability of clients. In view of this ex-
pediency, it would appear more serious study of composition is needed. 
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This experimental study addresses itself to the variable of ego-
strength in group composition. 
The following chapters will deal with a review of theoretical 
postures and relevant research, methodology employed in the experi-
mental study, results, conclusions, and recommendations. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 
General Theories and Positions with Research Support 
According to Yalom, two theoretical approaches underlying hete-
rogeneous composition are the "social microcosm theory" and the "disso-
nance theory." The group cohesiveness theory underlies the homogeneous 
approach. 
The social microcosm theory sees the group as a miniature social 
universe. As such, it should be heterogeneous to maximize learning. 
It should resemble the real social 
of individuals of different sexes, 
economic and educational levels: 
be a demographic heterodox. 
universe by being composed 
professions, ages, socio-
in other words, it should 
The dissonance theory, for other reasons, requires heterogeneous compo-
sition. 
'Learning or change is likely to occur when the individual, in 
a state of dissonance, acts to reduce that dissonance. Dis-
sonance creates a state of psychological discomfort and pro-
pels the individual to attempt to achieve a more consonant 
state. If individuals find themselves in a group in which 
membership has many desirable features (for example, hopesaf 
alleviation of suffering, attraction toward the leader and 
other members) but at the same time makes tension-producing 
demands (for example, self-disclosure or interpersonal con-
frontation), then they will experience a state of cognitive 
imbalance, or to use Newcomb's term, "asymmetry." 
Feeling states in therapy groups will not differ markedly from feeling 
states in any experienced social group. Lack of fulfillment of inter-
personal needs and undesirable effects resulting from an individual's 
habitual style motivate him to look for ways to reduce his own 
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discomfort when he values a group. 
For example, he may leave the group or, preferably, he may 
begin to experiment with new forms of behavior. To maximize 
these developments, the heterogeneous argument suggests that 
the patient be exposed to other individuals in the group who 
will not fulfill his interpersonal needs (and thus reinforce 
his neurotic position) but will frustrate him, challenge him, 
make him aware of different conflict areas, and who will also 
demonstrate alternative interpersonal modes. Therefore, it is 
argued, members with varyirrg interpersonal styles and con-
flicts should be included in a group. If the frustration and 
challenge is too great, however, and the staying forces (the 
attraction to the group) too small, no real asymmetry or 
dissonance occurs; the individual does not change but instead 
physically or psychologically leaves the group •••• If the 
challenge is too small, however, no learning occurs either; 
members collude, and exploration will be inhibited. The dis-
sonance theory thus argues for a broad personality heterodox. 
While the theoretical arguments supporting dissonance seem to 
be valid and logical, most theorists recognize the importance of cohe-
siveness in successful groups, and some feel it is the most significant 
single variable. 
The cohesiveness theory, underlying the homogeneous approach 
to group composition, posits, quite simply that attraction to 
the group is the critical intervening variable to outcome and 
that composition should proceed along the lines of assembling 
a cohesive, compatible group • 
••• there is no group therapy research support for the 
dissonance model. There is great clinical consensus ••• that 
group therapy patients should be exposed to a variety of con-
flict areas, coping methods, and conflicting interpersonal 
styles, and that conflict in general is essential to the 
therapeutic process; however, there is no evidence that de-
liberately heterogeneously composed groups facilitate therapy 
and, as cited above, there is some modest evidence to the 
contrary. 
Yalom discusses the modest research results which seem to sup-
port cohesiveness as an important factor in group composition. 
Interpersonally compatible therapy groups (homogeneous for 
FIRO interchange compatibility) will develop greater cohe-
siveness, members of cohesive groups have better attendance, 
are more able to express and tolerate hostility, are more apt 
to attempt to influence others, and are in turn themselves 
more influenceable; members with greater attraction to their 
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group have better therapeutic outcome; patients who are less 
compatible with the other members tend to drop out of the 
therapy group as do any two members with marked mutual incom-
patibility; members with the greatest interpersonal compat-
ibility become the most popular group members, and group pop-
ularity is highly correlated with successful outcome. 
He deals systematically with reasoned objections to the cohe-
siveness concept and proposes that, in view of what evidence is avail-
able, cohesiveness should be the "primary guideline" in group composi-
tion. He argues that therapist concerns that a homogeneous group will 
be unproductive, constricted, or without conflict have no basis in 
reality. 
First, there are few individuals whose pathology is indeed 
monolithic, few individuals who, despite their chief conflict 
area, do not also encounter conflicts in intimacy or author-
ity, for example. Secondly, the group developmental process 
may demand certain role assumptions. For example, the laws 
of group development demand that the group deal with issues 
of control, authority, and the hierarchy of dominance •••• If 
certain roles are not filled in the group, most leaders, 
consciously or unconsciously alter their behavior to fill the 
void. 
Yalom charges the therapist directly with responsibility for failure of 
a group to generate sufficient dissonance for growth • 
••• no therapy group with proper leadership can be too com-
fortable or fail to provide dissonance for its members be-
cause the members must invariably clash with the group task. 
To develop trust, to disclose oneself, to develop intimacy, 
to examine oneself, to confront others, are all discordant 
tasks to individuals who have chronically encountered pro-
blems in interpersonal relationships •••• It is my impression 
that the homogeneous group of individuals placed together be-
cause of a common symptom or problem, which remains on a 
shallow, restricted level is entirely an iatrogenic phenom-
enon--a self-fulfilling prophecy on the part of the thera-
pist. 
On the basis of our present state of knowledge, 
therefore, I propose that cohesiveness be our primary guide-
line in the composition of therapy groups. 
Yalom goes on to state that cohesiveness does not conflict with demo-
graphic heterogeneity, but it does set limits for its degree. " ••• too 
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extreme a variation breeds deviancy and undermines cohesiveness. The 
available data on group composition do not permit more precise clinical 
guidelines to be formulated. Perhaps in no area of group therapy is 
there a greater need for clinical research."! 
In Gibb's review of the literature, 1970, mention is made of 
Powdermaker's and Frank's suggestion that patients be matched to groups 
on the basis of compatible needs. Yalom's study in 1966 indicated that 
highly compatible groups "were significantly more cohesive than less 
compatible groups, and less compatible group members tended to report 
less satisfaction and to terminate prematurel:y." 
ibility was measured by the FIRO-B.2 
Interpersonal compat-
Furst compiled supposed advantages of homogeneous and heteroge-
neous groups from a group of writers. Those who favor homogeneous 
groups list 1 
1. more rapid, mutual identification 
2. more rapid development of insight 
3. shortened duration of psychotherapy 
4. more regular attendance 
5. decreased resistance and destructive behavior 
6. less frequent development of clique and subgroups 
7. more rapid symptom removal 
Those who favored heterogeneous groups lista 
1. therapy is deeper 
2. reality testing is more thorough 
3. intragroup transferences are more readily formed 
4. groups are more easily assembled) 
1Yalom, Group Psychotherapy, pp. 193-204. 
2Gibb, "Human Relations Training," p. 8_54. 
Jw. Furst, 
Goldstein, Heller, 
pp. 323-29. 
"Homogeneous vrs. Heterogeneous Groups", as cited in 
and Sechrest, Psychotherapy and Behavior Change, 
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Wolf and Schwartz, perhaps the most ardent champions of the hetero-
geneity viewpoint, comment1 
One aim of psychotherapy is to confront the patient with al-
ternatives to the compulsion which leaves him no choice. 
When the therapist limits the patient to others similarly 
compelled blindly to pursue a course, the reinforced, un-
healthy custom tends to prevail. Where the patient is wit-
ness to many optimal ways of being ••• the wholesome exercise 
of some discrimination is enhanced. The therapists' prefer-
ences for the homogeneous or heterogeneous medium is one in-
dication of his values. Treating people as if they were 
identical is sectarian. Differentiating them is humanitarian. 
Homogeneity sees disagreement as irreconcilable. Hetero-
geneity sees disagreement as a basis for fruitful exchange. 
Homogeneity breeds egocentricity, the inability to tolerate 
complementarity. The heterogeneous group is a practice-
ground that helps the patient become secure with the stran-
ger.1 
Kaplan and Sadock see groups composed by symptom as homogene-
ous and feel that although heterogeneous groups began because of expedi-
ency by private practitioners; therefore, grouping on the population 
available rather than as practitioners would have preferred, hetero-
geneity has come to be valued in its own right. The balancing of per-
sons with diversely st.ruct ured personalities facilitates the develop-
ment of therapeutic interchanges, provided their socioeconomic back-
grounds are reasonably compatible.2 
Gazda and Peters indicate as a result of their 1973 analysis of 
the research that there continues to be a lack of research dealing with 
group composition which is needed for "greatest effectiveness." They 
go on to say that additional information is needed about the level of 
counselor functioning in order to determine to what extent the results 
netted with counselees is a result of counselor functioning or 
1wolf and Schwartz, Groups, cited Ibid., p. 234. 
2Harold J. Kaplan and Benjamin J. Sadock, The Evolution of 
Group Therapy (New York1 Jasen-Aronson, Inc., 1972),~ 53· 
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technique. Most studies disregard mention of this variable. 
Regarding composition, they find counselors and therapists opt 
for heterogeneity, and human relations trainers for homogeneity by or-
ganizations.1 
Marram2, and Roether and Peters3 indicate that cohesion is a 
highly-valued group property, but that at times cohesion and coalition 
formation create treatment problems. 
Wolf discusses the issue in detail1 
The heterogeneous group is considered by most therapists to 
be preferable to the homogeneous groups for achieving maximum 
interaction and maximum benefits from treatment (Wolf and 
Schwartz, 1962). The heterogeneous group reflects in part a 
microcosmic society and also tends projectively to reproduce 
the original family which since it ushered in the patient's 
neurosis, would seem to be the logical agency for checking 
it. Even though some patients and therapists find the dis-
similar character structures in a heterogeneous group dis-
turbing, in the long run most agree the battle is best won 
where it was apparently lost. 
Wolf, with Yalom, feels there is no such thing as "absolute" homo-
geneity or heterogeneity. In a homogeneously constituted group, there 
will be heterogeneity that is the result of the uniqueness of individ-
uals; in a heterogeneously constituted group, there will be homogeneity 
that is the result of general similarities in attitudes and values. It 
is his observation that group members seem toseek homogeneity initial-
ly in a group experience, but once they establish personal comfort and 
safety in "sameness", they seek diversity a~1d heterogeneity in their 
1G. M. Gazda and R. W. Peters, "Analysis of Research in Group 
Procedures," Educational Technology 13 (January 1973)a 68-75. 
2G. Marram, "Coalition Attempts in Group Therapy1 Indicators 
of Inclusion and Group Cohesion Problems," cited in Lubin and Lubin, 
p. 476. 
3H. A. Roether and J. J. Peters, "Cohesiveness and Hostility in 
Group Psychotherapy," as cited Ibid. 
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struggles for "individuality." In the end, he indicates that group 
composition on this issue is the therapist's option. He believes: 
The patient who emerges from treatment in a heterogeneous 
group is aware of whatever psychopathology may still exist 
within him and of the necessity to continue his working 
through of that pathology, but he still will be less self-
involved than one who has been a member of a homogeneous 
group, where his similarity to others may have tended to en-
trench rather than free him of his neurotic traits •••• The 
heterogeneously analyzed patient has learned to be less pro-
vincial, to look for new horizons, new contacts, to evaluate 
people for what they have to contribute rather than because 
they happen to agree with him or measure up to standards he 
has set for them. He has learned at least to some degree to 
live and let live. 
Wolf draws a conclusion from his discussion directly opposite the con-
elusion drawn by Yalom which was stated earlier in this chapter • 
••• it can be stated that the heterogeneous group is in itself 
structurally reparative and the homogeneous group constitu-
tionally nonreparative. In the heterogeneous group the pa-
tient is stirred to change by stimulation and provocation •••• 
The nebulous and conflicting needs of different members chal-
lenge him to try harder to understand, to play a more active 
role, to give up some of his most cherished dogmas, supersti-
tions and longings. The homogeneous group, on the other 
hand, will not welcome individual differences, will be in-
clined to make a scapegoat of the deviant, and will tend to 
entrench resistance to change by providing a false sense of 
belonging as the reward for staying the same.1 
Bradford, Gibb, and Benne, who have distinguished themselves in 
Human Relations Training, make the following observations. 
In a specialized laboratory, where the members may come from 
the same organization, it means including in the same T-Group 
individuals with varying job roles and from different levels 
of responsibility and status. This principle is based on the 
assumption that a varied composition multiplies learning op-
portunities in the T-Group and that differences such as oc-
cupational choice are likely to reflect differences in per-
sonality and experience, and hence, behavior in a group. 
1Alexander Wolf, ''Psychoanalysis in Groups," 
proaches to Group Psychotherapy and Group Counseling, 
Gazda, (Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, Pub., 
85. 
in Basic Ap-
ed. George M. 
1970), pp. ~-
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Another view sees value in homogeneous groupings based on 
similar back-home roles or similar personality orientations. 
Here, the assumption is that homogeneity may facilitate com-
munication and the transfer of laboratory learnings to the 
back-home situation. 
Bradford, Gibb, and Benne, like Yalom, call for additional research on 
group composition. 
The basic questions for research are, '~hat is the influence 
of group composition on other characteristics, such as the 
course af development, the prevailing atmosphere and level of 
anxiety, the subgroup structure, and member satisfaction and 
learning?" and, "In what ways are the various principles of 
group composition relevant to specific training goals?" 
From their own analysis of the literature and research, they conclude 
the followinga 
With reference to dichotomous groups, the available evidence 
suggests that such groups are likely to be less efficient at 
problem solving, to display more frustration and anger and a 
higher level of affect, and to display less perceptual ac-
curacy •••• Hom~ous groups seem to reinforce and permit ex-
pression of the individual tendencies of the members, at 
least initially. In short-term experimental groups one seems 
to see only the translation of individual tendencies into the 
culture of the group. In longer-term groups this initial 
tendency may yield to development in other directions. 
They raise the question of whether or not the issue has been oversim-
plified. Perhaps composition is strongly associated with other vari-
ables such as goals or duration • 
••• (some) homogeneous groups were seen as offering little 
challenge for experimentation or change, since tne already 
stable tendencies of the members were reinforced by the cul-
ture generated in the group. While by no means conclusive 
these findings suggest that whether or not one regards a 
homogeneous culture as advantageous depends on the goals of 
the group (e.g., problem solving or exploring group process). 
Further, whether or not a homogeneous group displays develop-
ment may depend on its duration as well as the social con-
text in which it operates.1 
Leland P. Bradford, Jack R. Gibb, and Kenneth D. Benne, T-
Group Theor, and Laborato:cy Method (New Yorka John Wiley and Sons, 
Inc., 1967, pp. 401-407. 
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In another work, Jack Gibb has the following to say on composi-
tion of training groups for laboratory experience. 
Composing the training group of members of the same 
administrative or work team (Argyris, 1962; Kuriloff and At-
kins, 1966) was thought ~n the early days of sensitivity 
training to violate the widely-held principles of heterogene-
ity and "culture island," and perhaps to be dangerous. Re-
cent experience has caused practitioners to prefer team and 
unit training to work with heterogeneous groups. Research 
results are not conclusive, but certainly suggest strongly 
that such "team training" is effective. It is widely be-
lieved by professionals to be more effective than heterogene-
ous training.1 
Harrison, in a quasi-experimental study, found a significant relation-
ship between person-orientation and in-group comfort and stronger in-
terpersonal ties in person-oriented, homogeneous groups than in work-
oriented homogeneous groups.2 
The greater body of research reported in Gibb seems to support 
homogeneous grouping according to such factors as warmth, interpersonal 
compatibility, and work teams. The greater opinion support lies on the 
side of heterogeneous grouping. 
Finally, theoretically, there is the whole problem to be con-
sidered of regression toward the mean, taking Lett's report on research 
into account. As early as 1936 Sherif demonstrated empirically as 
follows a 
••• that group norms could become internalized as individual 
standards. When Sherif's subjects were first asked to make 
their own judgments of any ambiguous stimulus ••• they quickly 
structured the situation by creating individual norms for 
1Gibb, "Human Relations Training," p. 854. 
2R. Harrison, "Group Composition Models for Laboratory Design," 
Journal of Applied Behavio;al Science, 1 (January 1965)a 409-32. 
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themselves. When these same subjects moved into a group con-
text and heard other subjects giving their judgments verbal-
ly, a new group norm or judgment emerged which was a rough 
average of the norms of the individuals present. A final in-
dividual phase of the experiment revealed that the norm 
adopted in the group context was the one that persisted. In 
other words, once the individuals had changed their personal 
standards, in a group context, the group-based standard be-
came their subsequent individual one.1 
W• C. Bonney deals with the important issue of group pressures 
to conform and the impelling, real force of a group on an individual. 
Supporting his position with Sherif's research on individual adoption 
of group norms, Bonney says that once a group has established norms it 
may allow some departure from them. However, an individual "will be 
punished through some form of rejection or reprimand if his violation 
of a group norm exceeds the group's tolerance." He continues with the 
conclusion that under some conditions an individual will be more re-
sponsive to group norms than "to his own internal needs or the influ-
ence of the counselor." Bonney explains the phenomenon as followsr 
The counseling group sets out to deal with emotion laden 
topics in ~ manner that is generally outside the social ~ 
perience of participants. The group becomes highly suscep-
tible to suggestions that promise a reduction of the anxiety 
associated with the basically incongruous situation. 
Bonney indicates little difference in these factors exist between 
therapy and task-oriented groups.2 
Relevant Research 
Little relevant research can be found in professional jrurnaJs re-
garding group composition. The complexity of the problems that interfere 
1Albert J. Lott, "Social Psychology", 
Psycholosr, ed. Benjamin B. Wolman, (New Jerseyr 
p. 924. 
in Handbook of General 
Prentice-Hall, 1973), 
2w. C. Bonney, '~ressures Toward Conformity in Group Counsel-
ing," Personnel and Guidance Journal, 4J (1965) r 970-?J. 
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with the study of composition make such undertakings impractical 
or largely impossible in most settings. Interestingly enough, the past 
several years has seen the increased reporting in journals of results 
of dissertation studies, largely because the answers to long-standing 
problems are not to be found elsewhere. Though the studies themselves 
are not published, some are at least referenced. The results of dis-
sertation studies have limited generalizability because they deal with 
select populations. However, they do provide indices. There is an in-
creasing use of the experimental study and an increasingly sophisti-
cated statistical analysis of data emerging in dissertation studies 
which has had the sum total effect of increasing their value and use-
fulness to the profession as a whole. 
Most of the research from other settings has been reported in 
the theoretical section as it was used by theoreticians to support 
their positions. Of' those that were not reported, the following oc-
curred. 
In an informal experiment at N.T.L. (now the NTL Institute) 
at Bethel, Maine, (Stock and Luft, 1962) homogeneous groups 
were arranged on the basis of need for structure by individ-
ual members. The high-structure group members proceeded in 
a more direct and open manner, were more task oriented and 
less process oriented, seemed to move more quickly toward 
surface communication and surface relationships, and showed 
grea t.er deference to persons of power and authority. The low-
structure group members were less concerned with task and 
more with process, were more supportive, and were more inter-
pretative of group and member feelings. One interesting ob-
servation concerned the lack felt by each group for qualities 
found in the other group. In other words, the screening out 
of heterogeneous elements deprived the groups of the nee~ 
balance between work and group maintenance roles.1 
Joseph Luft, Group Processes (Californiaa National Press 
Books, 1970), P• 31. 
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With reference to the same study, Gibb notes1 
There was some feeling among staff that the homogeneous low-
structure group did not contribute greatly to the learning of 
its members but that the homogeneous high-structure group de-
served further study as a potentially usefUl experience for 
this type of participant. It was recognized that the labora-
tory culture as a whole supports values associated with low 
structure--for example, personal feedback and the exploration 
of group process.! 
D'Augelli grouped members homogeneously according to levels of 
interpersonal skills, high or low, during a behavioral ass~ent proce-
dure. Ratings were obtained from group members on the behavioral in-
terpersonal relating of others and group cohesiveness. He found that 
members of the highly skilled groups were seen as more 11empathically 
understanding, more honest and open, more accepting, and as discussing 
more personally meaningful topics. Highly skilled groups were seen as 
more cohesive. A behavioral approach to group composition has a power-
ful effect on group members' perceptions of each other and of their 
group experience. 11 As a result of his s"budy, he concludes• 
••• a variety of behavioral techniques might be employed (e.g., 
assertiveness training, systematic desensitization, behavior 
rehearsal, etc.) to promote the acquisition of skilled inter-
personal behavior. A somewhat less systematic approach 
might be the use of heterogeneous groups, although a recent 
study (D'Augelli, 1970) found no difference in outcome be-
tween homogeneous and heterogeneous groups formed by means of 
behavioral ratings of interpersonal skills. Simply assigning 
clients to one kind of treatment without considering their 
interpersonal skills is inefficient and less effective. The 
individual differences among participants in various group 
procedures should be taken into account. This study suggests 
that this can be done by assessing the current level of in-
terpersonal skills of prospective group members.2 
!Bradford, Gibb, and Benne, T-Group Theory, pp. 403-404. 
2A. R. D'Augelli, "Group Composition Using Interpersonal 
Skills, 11 Journal of Counseling Psychology 20(November 1973) 1 531-)4. 
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Hill and Stock report a descriptive analytic study that sug-
gested that group differences might be related to group composition. 
Groups were administered a Q-sort which was factor analyzed. 
In the first group most of the members shared a certain way 
of looking at themselves as members. The suggestion is that 
in this group there was enough of a common approach to group 
interaction that the members could struggle through toward an 
effective way of dealing with one another. The second group 
was made up of incompatible, mutually opposed subtypes. Of 
two main subtypes, the first preferred an impersonal, struc-
tured atmosphere while the second showed a strong desire for 
intimate relationships and direct, aggressive outletn. Both 
tmbtypetl wiBhed to gain control of the group. A third oubtypo 
was essentially withdrawn. The trainer ••• belongocl to the 
first subtype. It is possible that his own position relative 
to the group made it difficult for him to help the group to 
resolve its differences.! 
Ida Gradolph studied group composition comparing the behavior 
of three groups determined by the results of a sentence-completion 
test. The groups were differentiated into "work-pairing" groups whose 
interest was in maintaining friendly relationships and in working on 
the task, "flight" members who had a tendency to want to withdraw, and 
combinations of the two types. Each group received the same tasks; 
"making a group decision and telling a story to a TAT picture." Ob-
server ratings indicated that work-pairing groups were more involved, 
more committed, and more interested in talking about their experience; 
flight groups were less involved and less committed; mixed groups were 
more frustrated and angry and could not complete the task. They con-
elude, "This study suggests that groups which are homogeneously com-
posed are likely to behave in ways that are direct expressions of the 
1w. F. Hill and D. Stock, "Inter-Subgroup Dynamics as a Factor 
in Group Growth", cited in Bradford, Gibb, and Benne, T-Group Theory, 
PP• 402-403. 
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emotional orientations of the members. Groups composed of two quite 
different types find it more difficult to find a common way of ap-
proaching their tasks."1 
Conversely, a study done at Bethel, Maine, by Lieberman in 1958 
grouping members on the basis of a sentence-completion test according 
to clear-cut, primary tendencies to express five kinds of affect; 
flight, fight, pairing, dependency, and counterdependency, resulted in 
the suggestion that "a variety of kinds of affect in certain propor-
tions is essential to group functioning and that when certain expres-
sions are missing an imbalance is created with which the group members 
or trainer deal by modifying their habitual behavior."2 
In their analysis of the studies that have just been discussed, 
Bradford, Gibb, and Benne have the following to say: 
Taken together, these studies suggest that group composition 
(based on certain personality variables) is a potent factor 
which finds rather direct expression in the character of the 
group interaction. It is as if the characteristics of the 
members can become the standards of the group and find uncon-
tested expression in the group interaction. A question a-
rises as to which personality variables are most relevant to 
group functioning. 
T-Group composition, particularly at NTL, may be a result of built-in 
variables due to the nature of NTL screening. 
T-Group members -- because of self-selection as well as the 
standards of the National Training Laboratories--are likely 
to be homogeneous to begin with in regard to intelligence, 
job competency, and emotional stability. The studies which 
have been conducted thus far have focused on what might be 
1Ida Gradolph, "The Task-Approach of Groups of Single-Type and 
Mixed-Type Valency Compositions," cited in Bradford, Gibb, and Benne, 
p. 40J. 
2M. A. Lieberman, "The Relationship of Group Climate to Indivi-
dual Change, " Ibid. , pp. 40)-404. 
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called "affective orientation" or preferences for expressing 
certain kinds of affect or functioning in certain cognitive-
emotional interpersonal settings. A wide variety of other 
bases for composing groups is theoretically possible. Of 
particular interest to NTL is composition based on back-home 
job role or family groups versus heterogeneous groups. These 
are yet to be explored via research.1 
Unpublished Works 
When homogeneous/ hetercgeneous composition factors are studled. 
the product of cohesiveness is frequently the factor of scrutiny. 
Anderson found that "group process variables such as cohesiveneBs are a 
product of an extensive set of variables whose complicated interrela-
tionships are just beginning to become understood." In analyzing the 
results of his experimental study, he determined that success-failure 
and participation opportunity are primary antecedents of cohesion. He 
also concluded that "intrinsic rewards and pay conditions" were 
"::acondary determinants of cohesion since they only had effects in inter-
action with the other variables examined in the study."2 
Hovey approached the same study of cohesiveness through the 
process variables of agreement, disagreement, friendliness, solidarity, 
and spread of participation. He used the MMTI, Myers-Briggs Type Indi-
cator, a Jungian personality typology, as his measure. He tested the 
hypotheses that "no significant differences existed among homogeneous, 
heterogeneous, and complementary groups on measures of group cohesive-
ness, agreement, disagreement, friendliness, solidarity and spread of 
Bradford, Gibb, and Benne, T-Group Theory, pp. 405-406 
2Alonzo B. Anderson, "Toward a More Complex Model of Group 
Cohesion; The Interaction Effects of Success, Failure, Participation 
Opportunity, Intrinsic Interest and Pay Condition," (Doctoral Disserta-
tion, Michigan State University, 1974). 
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participation." He hoped that the "results of the study would aid not 
only in understanding of the specific variables examined, but would 
contribute to the building of a theoretical explanation of group func-
tioning based on Jungian personality typology." He concluded that 
there were no significant differences due to group composition.1 
Kimball studied groups based on the factor Internal versus Ex-
ternal Control (I-E Scale). Of the four groups of six members each, 
the members of two groups 
••• were given written instructions outlining the purposes, 
goals, methods and rules of group counseling. They were also 
asked to sign a written contract specifically detailing the 
rules under which the groups would operate. The other two 
groups functioned as non-treatment controls. The hypotheses 
were that treatment groups would attain higher levels of 
group cohesion; that the members' tested locus of reinforce-
ment would interact significantly with treatment level on 
measures of cohesion; and that clients in treatment groups 
would report greater satisfaction with their groups. 
The hypotheses were rejected.~ 
Schumer investigated the general effects of cohesion and 
leadership in small groups as they related to group productivity. His 
results indicated at the .05 level that in confronting a group with a 
relatively complex and long-term task, "the quality and quantity of the 
groups' productivity depend upon the emergence of an effective leader 
or leaders who assume most of the responsibility and not necessarily 
1Frances E. Hovey, "Group Composition, Group Cohesiveness, and 
Several Process Variables," (Doctoral Dissertation, Temple University, 
1974). 
2F. E. Kimball, "Effects of Some Pretherapy Manipulations on 
Measures of Group Cohesion," (Doctoral Dissertation, University of 
Maryland, 1973). 
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upon the extent to which the group is cohesive."! 
Weiss studied the relationship between group cohesiveness and 
level of therapeutic interaction in the milieu of marathon groups. He 
used the Personal Orientation Inventory to measure self-realization and 
the Hill Interaction Matrix, Form B, to measure interpersonal style. 
The study was experimental. He found that the marathon experience did 
not result in appreciable therapeutic gain for the majority of partici-
pants: cohesiveness developed in a linear fashion in all of the groups; 
cohesiveness was a moderate predictor of individual therapeutic outcome 
as measured by a group orientation questionnaire; and the two measures 
of cohesiveness were significantly cor.related.2 
Walker studied therapeutic outcome based on readiness levels as 
determined by rating of client readiness on a scale developed by the 
investigator called the "Group Counseling Readiness Scale" and by an 
assessment procedure of clinical judgment of doctoral level counselors 
in training. He concluded there was no significant difference in pro-
cess levels of subjects having scores above the median on the GCRS and 
subjects judged by a counselor to be more ready to engage in a group 
experience. He concluded that higher scoring individuals on the GCRS 
made greater process movement than persons counselors had rated more 
ready to take part in a group experience.) 
1Harry Schumer, "Cohesion and Leadership in Small Groups as Re-
lated to Group Productivity," (Doctoral Dissertation, The Ohio State 
University, 1961). 
2J. Weiss, 'The Development of Cohesiveness in Marathon With 
Groups," (Doctoral Dissertation, University of Maryland, 1971). 
)Arthur D. Walker, "A Comparison of Two Methods of Selecting 
Applicants for a Group Experience," (Doctoral Dissertation, University 
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1971). 
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Steele investigated the effect of dogmatism on group task-
performance and on perception of member importance. He determined that 
differences did not exist among performances of the three levels, high, 
low, and mid-dogmatic individuals, homogeneously grouped according to 
degree of dogmatism. The stability of rankings from initial-ranking to 
post-ranking was different from zero in only three groupsa one high and 
both mid-dogmatic groups. Agreement among post-rankings toward task 
completion was different from zero in all groups. Self-rankings of im-
portance did not differ among levels. Observations indicated that the 
mid-dogmatic groups performed best on the group task, were the most 
stable in rankings of group members across time, exhibited the least 
agreement among rankings of group members, exhibited the lowest self-
concept concerning importance toward completion of the group task.1 
Schumacher studied group composition on the effectiveness of 
group counseling with second, third, fourth, and fifth grade male chil-
dren. 
Twelve treatment groups (four per grade level) and four con-
trol groups (one per grade level) were established. Treat-
ment consisted of group counseling with control groups re-
ceiving no special treatment. The treatment, group counsel-
ing, was applied over a two month period and each counseled 
group received nine, JO minute sessions. The study revealed 
that group composition is a factor in group counseling out-
comes with behavior problem boys. Specifically, disruptive 
behavior of boys in a high heterogeneous counseling group 
decreased following group counseling. Changes in children 
counseled in medium and low heterogeneous groups were insig-
nificant when compared to a control group.2 
Galen H. Steele, "A Study of the Effects of Grouping by Degree 
of Dogmatism on Group Task-Performance and on Perception of Member Im-
portance," (Doctoral Dissertation, The University of Toledo, 1972). 
Two studies dealt with homogeneity/heterogeneity results on the 
factor of sex. Eskilson found in a study of sex composition and lead-
ership1 
••• both sexes concentrated more on leading when with a sex-
ually homogeneous group •••• Groups in which all the members 
were one sex were able to concentrate on the task at hand, 
while mixed-sex groups ••• had to deal with inter-sex messages. 
Female leaders performed least leader activity when lead-
ing ••• males. In this case the hidden agenda seems to have 
been the validation of the norms of female subordination and 
of male task supremacy. Almost the mirror agenda seems to 
have been called forth when a single male had a female part-
ner and a female leader. In this circumstance the male made 
a great number of requests for female leadership. The last 
striking pattern occurred when a male was leader of a mixed-
sex group. In this composition, the male follower took every 
opportunity to challenge the leader. This is in sharp con-
trast to the cooperative demeanor of male followers in all-
male groups, and is construed as an effort to impress the fe-
male fellow follower.1 
In a study using measures of self-actualization and verbal be-
havior in females, Burr found that the only significant difference in 
behavior of women in an all-female group and behavior of women in a 
mixed-sex group was that women self-disclosed significantly more in an 
all female group. Hypotheses that women in all female groups would 
change more significantly in inner directedness or in feminine values 
were rejected.2 
Beckner predicted that in newly formed groups with formal, non-
peer leaders, followers would show greater attraction-to-group (a-t-g) 
when the leader complements their control needs and the members of the 
1Arlene Eskilson, "Sex Composition and Leadership in Small 
Groups," (Doctoral Dissertation, University of Illinois at Chicago 
Circle, 1974) • 
2R. L. Burr, "The Effects of Same-Sex and Mixed-Sex Growth 
Groups on Measures of Self-Actualization and Verbal Behavior of Fe-
males," (Doctoral Dissertation, The University of Tennessee, 1974). 
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group are homogeneous with respect to these control needs, than when 
the leader fails to complement their control needs and the members of 
the group are heterogeneous with respect to these needs. His study up-
held his hypothesis at significant levels. He also demonstrated that 
homogeneously composed groups clearly demonstrated more attraction 
(a-t-g) than heterogeneously composed groups at significant levels.1 
Childers used research questions obtained from a census of the 
American Group Psychotherapy Association to determine wl~t criteria 
therapists use in selecting patients for group therapy and any rela-
tionship that might exist between those criteria and the theoretical 
orientations, the professional factors, the personal factors, and 
group-related structural factors of the therapists su:rveyai. He fcund t.hare 
was a high preference for heterogeneous group composition which was re-
lated to professional factors such as currently working with groups, 
not currently working with groups but had worked with adult groups in 
the past, currently working with groups in private practice, currently 
working with adult groups, and number of years of experience as group 
therapy consultants. Structurally related factors were type of group, 
treatment aims for the group, and experience working with the type of 
group. He concludes that there is a great deal of "untapped experience 
and acquired knowledge that existed in the population that was under 
study. Further study of such experience could provide needed know-
ledge about practice and could be used in development of practice 
1B. L. Backner, "Attraction-to-Group, as a Function of Style of 
Leadership, Follower Personality, and Grou~ Composition:' (Doctoral Dis-
sertation, The University of Buffalo, 1961). 
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theory."1 
Powers found in an experimental study that particular homogene-
ous groupings matched with particular trainer orientations and be-
havioral styles are more effective "in providing a laboratory learning 
climate than other matchings." The variable on which he grouped was 
high desire to give (a resource orientation) versus high desire to re-
ceive (a need orientation), and measured by the FIRO-F.2 
Maher studied natural groups to determine whether homogeneity 
in factors of age and values were related to greater natiafactlon with 
small groups of women. While none of her findings were statistically 
significant, she did find some positive relationships. There was a 
tendency toward greater satisfaction in groups who agreed on the im-
portance of various daily activities; homogeneity in age and member 
satisfaction were positively related for those under thirty-five and 
negatively related for those over thirty-five; a positive association 
between age and values which were homogeneous in small groups (four or 
five), but no association for larger groups. She further concluded as 
a result of her studys 
••• group homogeneity or heterogeneity will have an effect 
upon individual member satisfaction only if group performance 
and/or group climate are influ~nced by normative or behavior-
al patterns which emerge from within group. To the extent 
that behavior and norms are determined by considerations 
1Fredrick Woodrow Childers, "Criteria for Selection of Members 
for Therapeutic Groups," (Doctoral Dissertation, University of Southern 
California, 1974). 
2James Richard Powers, "Trainer Orientation and Group Composi-
tion in Laboratory Training," (Doctoral Dissertation, Case Institute of 
Technology, 1965). 
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arising from outside the small group, the compositional char-
acteristics of such groups become more or less irrelevant.! 
Four studies are similar to the study presently under consider-
ation. Ferriolo grouped participants homogeneously and heterogeneously 
according to the variables of group experience and group inexperience. 
Outcome was measured by the Personal Orientation Inventory and the 
Marlowe Crowne Social Desirability Scale. He also examined differences 
between peer evaluations, self-evaluations, and rater scores. He 
found: 
••• in heterogeneous groups, group-naive subjects received 
scores significantly lower than group-wise subjects on peer 
evaluations (at the .05 level). In heterogeneous r,roups, 
group-wise subjects tended to rate others lower than group-
naive subjects in those groups. Group-naive subjects in 
heterogeneous groups tended to receive lower scores on peer 
and self ratings than group-naive subjects in homogeneous 
groups. No differences were found among group-wise subjects, 
but in heterogeneous groups, group-wise subjects tended to 
give lower ratings than did group-wise subjects in homogene-
ous groups.2 
He concluded that although group-naive subjects seemed to do as well as 
group-wise subjects on objective measurements, "in heterogeneous 
groups, group-naive subjects may be perceived as group deviates, re-
ceive negative feedback and evaluations, and subsequently may them-
selves feel inadequate in the new and unfamiliar group situation."3 
Westrate sought to determine whether using various personality 
1Ellen L. Maher, "The Effect of Homogeneity in Age and Values 
Upon Satisfaction in Small Groups of Women," (Doctoral Dissertation, 
University of Notre Dame, 1973). 
2Michael Francis Ferriolo, "The Effect of Homogeneity and 
Heterogeneity, in Terms of Group Experience, on Success in Group Among 
Counseling Students," (Doctoral Dissertation, University of Southern 
California, 1973). 
3Ibid,, Ferriolo. 
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types as determined by the Eysenck Personality Inventory and classified 
Introvert-Neurotic, Extrovert, Extrovert-Neurotic, Neurotic, Stable, or 
no apparent pattern in order to determine group composition would re-
sult in significant difference in outcome after a group experience. 
He concluded that "treatment had a stronger impact on Extrovert 
T-groups, indicating the probable importance of forming T-groups ac-
cording to this personality factor."1 
Hornsby, grouping homogeneously and heterogeneously according 
to the affection dimension of the FIRO-B, found no significant differ-
ences as measured by the Index of Responding at the .05 level of sig-
nificance in simpla or main effects. However, he concluded that "Even 
though group composition main effects were not significant, an F value 
of 2.136 is sufficient to encourage further investigation of the group 
composition variable."2 
Peters grouped homogeneously and heterogeneously on the basis 
of psychological adjustment. His results indicateda 
••• there was a statistically significant difference between 
the treatment groups and the quasi-control group, p=. 05. No 
statistically significant difference was found between the 
heterogeneously composed groups.3 
A control group received pre and post-tests, but no treatment. Treat-
ment groups were one heterogeneously composed group, one high-adjusted 
1Ronald Martin Westrate, 'T-Group Composition Using a Personal-
ity Criterion and Related Considerations to Validate the Outcome of 
Human Relations Training," (Doctoral Dissertation, Purdue University, 
1973). 
2James Larry Hornsby, "The 
tematic Human Relations Training," 
of Georgia,1973). 
Effects of Group Composition on Sys-
(Doctoral Dissertation, University 
3Roger William Peters, "The Facilitation of Change in Group 
Counseling by Group Composition," (Doctoral Dissertation, University of 
Georgia, 1972) • 
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homogeneously composed group, one medium-adjusted homogeneously compos-
ed group, and one low-adjusted homogeneously composed group. 
In a study of group pressure on tolerant and prejudiced indi-
viduals, Rast found, '~olerant subjects were less influenced by group 
pressures than were the prejudiced (racially) subjects. The tolerant 
subjects appeared to perceive more accurately and respond correctly 
more often than prejudiced subjects."1 (It will be noted in Chapter 
III, in the section describing the instruments used in this study, that 
ego-strength, as measured by Barron's scale, and tolerance have a high, 
positive correlation.) 
Summary 
The literature dealing directly with the composition of groups 
is rich in theory and opinion. Some modest research efforts indicate 
that homogeneous grouping according to some variables is associated 
with greater personal growth outcome for participants. However, the 
research is inconclusive, and, at times, conflicting. Additional var-
iables require investigation; more tightly controlled experimental 
studies are needed; and repetition of studies showing some indication 
of significant findings are required. It is hoped that this study will 
give an indice of whether groups should be composed homogeneously or 
heterogeneously according to the variable of ego-strength. 
1Robert Rast, '~he Effects of Group Pressure on the Modifica-
tion and Distortion of Judgments in Tolerant and Prejudiced Individ-
uals," (Doctoral Dissertation, The American University, 1963). 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The literature review shows that research in the area of group 
composition is needed. 
sometimes conflicting. 
Results of research to this date are modest and 
Only a small number of variables related to 
group composition have been observed, and an even smaller number have 
been subjected to experimental controls. This study directs its atten-
tion to the variable of the ego-strength of the participants as measur-
ed by Barron's Ego-Strength Scale. Specifically, it considers the 
question of whether greater personal therapeutic outcome can be realUr 
ed by participants when they are selected to homogeneous groups accord-
ing to ego-strength, or when they participate in groups heterogeneously 
constituted on this variable. The other question to which the study 
directs itself is the question of group goals and the effects of homo-
geneously/heterogeneously composed groups according to the variable of 
ego-strength, when the goal is task-oriented compared to the effects 
when the goal is therapy-oriented. 
The study is designed to examine both main and simple effects. 
This chapter describes the methodology employed in the study including 
a description of the population, of the instruments used, of the 
groups, of the group leaders, of how the study was conducted, and of 
the statistical model employed to determine the results. 
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Description of the Population 
The population was drawn from graduate students in Education at 
Loyola University of Chicago. They self-selected participation in the 
experimental study by enrolling in two courses through which the exper-
iment was conducted• however, they were. not informed that they were 
being studied until post-data had been collected. 
One of the courses, through which the study was conducted, was 
Group Dynamics in which the primary concern of the teacher-leader was 
the learning problem of understanding groups. The course was conducted 
as an experiential training laboratory with the teacher acting as 
trainer. 
The other course, consisting of two sections, was Individual 
Appraisal, required.for graduate students in counseling, and drawing 
from both master's and doctoral levels. The primary concern of the 
teacher was increased self-understanding and personal growth for each 
student participant. To this end, each section was time divided into 
two parts. One part was a didactic hour and ten minutes weekly during 
which participants self-administered, scored, and interpreted objective 
tests of intelligence, vocational inventories, achievement, personal-
ity and conflict diagnosis. The second part was a group experience 
consisting of one hour and ten minutes weekly with therapeutic outcome 
as its goal. Student task was to coallate the data they gathered about 
themselves in both class parts into a paper about themselves consisting 
of three sections• one section dealt subjectively with self-percep-
tions and goals as understood in relation to Maslow's hierarchy of 
needs; the second section dealt with the objective data they gathered; 
the third section was a synthesis of the first two. 
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Student participants in both courses varied in age, ranging 
from twenty-one to forty-five. Thirteen participants were twenty-one 
to twenty-five; eighteen participants were twenty-six to thirty; nine 
participants were thirty-one to thirty-five; nine participants were 
thirty-six to forty; and one participant was forty-five. There were 
sixteen males and thirty-four females for a total of fifty partici-
pants. Socio-economic background, ethnic origin, and race were varied 
and representative of a large urban area. 
Description and Support of Instruments 
Prior research has shown little correlation between measures 
of ego-strength. Rather it appears that the result of such measurement 
is more a function of the instrument than any agreement between instru-
ments on what is being measured, limiting ones ability to predict from 
one instrument to another. 
Barron's Ego-Strength Scalea Several studies have addressed 
themselves to the nature of Barron's Ego-Strength Scale. In this study 
Barron's Es scale was used to measure ego-strength and to differentiate 
high and low Es groups for purposes of experimental control. 
Barron, drawing his items from the MMPI, originally designed 
his scale to predict "the response of psychoneurotic patients to psy-
chotherapy." Consideration of the scale content and its correlates was 
discussed by Barron as followsa 
••• (the content and correlates) suggests that a somewhat 
broader psychological interpretation be placed upon it, mak-
ing it useful as an assessment device in any situation where 
some estimate of adaptability and personal resourcefulness is 
wanted. It appears to measure the various aspects of effec-
tive personal functioning which are generally subsumed under 
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the term ego-strength.1 
Barron gives the results of a study in which independent rat-
ings of psychiatrists, who achieved interrater reliability of r=.91, on 
the degree of improvement of thirty-three patients who were being dis-
missed from the hospital, were obtained. Seventeen were judged clearly 
improved; sixteen were judged unimproved. Barron's Es scale different-
iated the population at significant levels. 
In a second study of the instrument, one clinic sample and two 
nonclinic samples were studied. The former consisted of seventy-seven 
women and fifty men seen for diagnostic studies at Langley Porter Clin-
ic. The latter consisted of a sample of one hundred sixty male Air 
Force officers and forty male graduate students. Adjective descrip-
tions were obtained for each by objective and skilled observers of high 
and low scorers. The results showed the following adjectives checked 
more frequently about high-scorers; alert, adventurous, determined, 
independent, iniative, outspoken, persistent, reliable, resourceful, 
responsible. 
For low scorers, the following were checked; affected, depen-
dent, effeminate, mannerly, mild. High scorers were seen as more ade-
quate physically,more at ease socially, and somewhat broader cultur-
ally. Low scorers were seen as effeminate, submissive, inclined to 
turn inwards rather than to be emotionally outgoing.2 
Negatively related to scores on the Es scale are lack of 
Frank Barron, "Ego-Strength Scale Which Predicts Response to 
Psychotherapy," Journal of Consulting Psychology 17 (October 1953): 
327. 
2rbid., PP· 329-30. 
44 
differentiation of the ego; a narrow range of experience, emotionally 
and intellectually; rigidity and constriction; and stereotyped think-
ing. Positively related are tolerance and intelligence, the latter as 
measured by Wechsler-Bellevue IQ (r=.44), Miller's Analogies (r=.39), 
and Intellectual Efficiency Scale (r=.52),1 
Barron says that the scale's "correlates with personality vari-
ables in normal samples are similar to the pattern of relationships seen 
ln clinic uample~1, o.nd in general it noemo to bt~ measuring constructl ve 
forces in the personality," He indicates that the scale is usei"ul as a 
research instrument in that it should give some assessment of the role 
of "patient variables" in the "complex outcome which is involved in re-
sponse to psychotherapy. It may also be of some value in assessing the 
kind of change that occurs in therapy." He continues: 
One may ask ••• whether there is actually an enhancement of ego-
strength as a consequence of therapy, and get an answer by 
comparing pretherapy with posttherapy scores on the scale,2 
Kleinmuntz, in an effort to show construct validity for the Es 
scale, found in using MMPI records for two groups of college students 
and rescoring for Es and K that both scales "tend to broadly discrimi-
nate between adjusted and maladjusted college students."3 
Herron, Guido, and Kantor compared nine ego-strength measures 
using forty college students as their population. Of those with which 
this study is concerned, the following correlation was found: 16 PF, 
1Ibid., p. 333. 
2Ibid. 
3B. Kleinmuntz, ·~xtension of the Construct Validity of the Ego-
strength Scale, " Journal of Consulting Psychology 24 (October 1960) : 
463. 
Factor C, ego-strengthc Barron's Es Scale r.=(-.06).1 
In another study, Tamkin attempted to £ind a correlation be-
tween the Rorschach F+%, Pascal and Suttell's Bender-Gestalt Z-score, 
and Barron' s Es. Each intends to measure ego-strength. He £ound they 
did not di££erentiate between psychotic and neurotic groups, and they 
did not correlate signi£icantly with one another. 2 
Corotto and Carnutt repeated Tamkin's study in 1962 with a norm-
al population and £ound no correlation between the instruments.3 
Tamkin and Klett repeated Tamkin's earlier study with a much 
larger population in the same institution. They £ound correlations 
signi£icant at a somewhat higher statistical level. In addition, they 
added evidence to the signi£icant correlation between Barron's Es and 
intelligence (r-=.32). They concluded, " ••• the additional corroboration 
is suggestive o£ construct validity £or Barron's scale as a measure of 
ego-strength; the con£irmation o£ the scale's inability to separate 
diagnostic groups ••• o£ di££erential levels o£ ego-strength ••• suggests 
caution in the application o£ the Es scale to hospitalized psychiatric 
patients. "4 
W. G. Herron, S. M. Guido, and R. E. Kantor, "Relationshi.ps 
Among Ego-Strength Measures," Journal o£ Clinical Psychology 21 (1965)• 
403-404. 
2A. S. Tamkin, "An Evaluation o£ the Construct Validity o:f' 
Barron's Ego-Strength Scale," Journal o£ Clinical Psychology 13 (1957): 
156-58. 
31. V. Corotto and R. H. Carnutt, "Ego-Strength a a Function o:f' 
the Measuring Instrument," Journal o£ Projective Techniques 26 (1962)c 
228-30. 
4 A. S. Tamkin and C • J • Klett, ''Barron' s Ego-Strength Scale 1 A 
Replication o£ an Evaluation o£ Its Construct Validity," Journal o£ Con-
sulting Psychology 21 (October 1957): 412. 
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Gottesman's study indicated that the Es scale broadly discrim-
inated between psychiatric and nonpsychiatric adults and adolescents. 1 
In 1955, Wirt correlated the Es scale with independent ratings 
by two psychiatrists of patients being discharged from the hospital. 
The psychiatrists rated the patients unimproved, improved, greatly im-
proved. The greatly improved and the unimproved group were different-
iated through Es scores significantly at the .05 level.2 
Fiske, Cartwright, and Kirtner in 1964 found that the Es scale 
did not predict therapeutic outcome in individual psychotherapy. The 
study included ninety-three subjects.J 
Summary1 Apparently the Es scale does not do what it was de-
signed to do, that is, predict therapeutic outcome, but it does seem to 
measure therapeutic movement. In this study, it is being used to dif-
ferentiate populations into high and low ego-strength groups and to mea-
sure therapeutic movement. 
Cattell's Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire• The 16 PF 
is des~gned to measure sixteen personality factors that were derived 
from factoral analysis and are considered by Cattel to be basic source 
traits. It includes a second-order factor, a measure of anxiety that is 
loaded by the following factors1 ego-strength (C-); shy, threat-
sensitive (H-); suspicious (L+); guilt prone, apprehensive (0+); low 
1r. I. Gottesman, "More Construct Validation of the Ego-Strength 
Scale," Journal of Consulting Psychology 23 (1959) 1 )42-46. 
2R. D. Wirt, "Further Validation of the Ego-Strength Scale," 
Journal of Consulting Psychology 19 (1955) 1 444. 
Jn. W. Fiske, D. s. Cartwright, and W. L. Kirtner, "Are Psycho-
therapeutic Changes Predictable?" Journal of Abnormal and Social Psych-
ology 69 (1964) a 418-26. - --
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integration (Q)-); and tense, frustrated, driven (~+). The primary 
anxiety factor loadings are C, 0, and ~+ or ego-strength, guilt prone-
ness, and tension. For high anxiety, C-, 0+, and~+ would be the pat-
tern. 
Factor C on the 16 PF is one of dynamic integration and matur-
ity as opposed to uncontrolled, disorganized, ~eneral emotionality."1 
It is characteristically low in all kinds of clinical disorders. A low 
C score is one of the loads to the Adjustment versus Anxiety second or-
der .factor. 
Discussiona Barron drew his scale from the MMPI. Both the MMPI 
and the 16 PF attempt to measure ego-strength. The MMPI attempts 
through Barron's scale, and the 16 PF through Factor C. 
Those correlations between Barron's and Factor C that have been 
reported are low, so that each seems to draw on different factors. How-
ever, both measures are associated with positive therapeutic outcome. 
It will be noted in Chapter IV that the correlation between ~. an 
anxiety factor -- specifically, tension (frustrated, driven, over-
wrought), and Barron's Es is a -.39 for the low ego-strength group, a 
+.45 for the high ego-strength group, and a -.6 for the total popula-
tion. Reduction of anxiety is an indicator of positive therapeutic out-
come. This study shows a high-negative correlation between the 16 PF 
anxiety factor and low ego-strength as measured by the Es scale. There 
is, on the other hand, a significant positive correlation between high 
ego-strength and low anxiety. 
Raymond B. Cattell, H. W. Eber, and M. M. Tatsuoka, Handbook 
for the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire ~16 PF) (Illinois: In-
stitute for Personality and Ability Testing, 1970 , p. 83. 
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The pre-test data in Chapter IV shows that Barron's Es has dif-
ferentiated the population of this study meaningfully according to the 
16 PF anxiety measure. It will be noted that high ego-strength groups 
are high inC (ego-strength), low in 0 (guilt proneness), and low in~ 
. 
(tension), or C+, 0-, and Q4-. Low ego-strength groups are low in C, 
high in 0, and high in Q4, or C-, 0+, and Q4+. If therapeutic progress 
is made, it would be expected that the anxiety factors in the 16 PF 
would decline, and it would be expected that the Barron's Es would in-
crease. 
A description of the Barron's Ego-Strength Scale as well as the 
scale itself will be found in Appendix B of this study. A description 
of the basic source traits of the 16 PF will be found in Appendix C of 
this study. 
In this study, the 16 PF is used supportively with the Es scale 
of Barron. It is also hoped that it will show the direction in which 
change (if any) is occurring in basic, personality, source traits as a 
result of the group experience. 
Description of Groups 
Two sample populations of groups were selected for a repeated, 
experimental design. Participants ranged in age from twenty-one to 
forty-five with the mean age of 29.4 and a standard deviation of 5.67. 
There were sixteen men and thirty-four women involved in the study for 
a total of fifty subjects. The ethnic origin, race and socio-economic 
status of participants varied and were representative for a large, urban 
area, private university. One sample of four groups participated in a 
task-oriented, experiential laboratory, and one sample of four groups 
participated in a semi-structured experience, the goal of which was 
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therapeutic. 
In size, six groups of the eight had six participants, and two 
groups had seven for a total population of fifty. Hinkley and Hermann 
suggest that '~he size of the group in ••• therapy has been found to be an 
important point. Our groups are now made up of from six to eight 
patients. These numbers appear the most satisfactory for therapeutic 
movement •••• " They list the following reasons for this size. 
1. A smaller group tends to slow down from lack of the stimu-
li that more people furnish •••• 
2. Too large a number ••• renders mutual participation slow by 
sheer lack of time for each member •••• tends to lower 
mobility and to slacken the entire group even to the point 
of separation or a loss of the sense of belonging. 
J. Either extreme in the size of the group ••• puts an in-
creasing stress on the therapist until he realizes that 
he is attempting to treat individuals in a group or that 
there is no movement and the group is breaking up.1 
Kaplan and Sadock indicate six, seven, or eight members are re-
garded as an ideal number by some practitioners. They further state, 
"Even though depth of treatment is p~imarily a function of the thera-
pist's technique, it is not possible to work effectively for characte~ 
ological change in groups that are too large for member-to-member inter-
action."2 
Alexander Wolf statesa 
Some therapists feel that any group number fewer than four or 
more than eight mitigates against therapy. Most others have 
found through clinical experience that eight to ten members 
comprise the preferred therapeutic group •••• Actually, there is 
no set size or set number. Clinical experience seems to indi-
cate that between eight and ten will keep interaction going 
and will provide the necessary fodder for multiple transfer-
ence formation. But this is not to say that a group cannot 
1Robert G. Hinkley and Lydia Hermann, Group Treatment in Ps~cho­
therapy (Minnesotaa University of Minnesota Press, 1951), pp.~5-9 • 
2Kaplan and Sadock, Group Therapy, p. 52. 
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have fewer or more participants. The safest thing to say is 
that the size of' the group must be left to the judgment of' 
the individual therapist. He will know in a short time how 
large a group he can work with best and what the make-up of 
that group should be.1 
Finally, studies by Porter and Lawler show a negative correla-
tion between group size and satisfaction with group membership in or-
ganizations.2 Indik suggests this is due to "a) more difficulty in 
achieving adequate communication among members, b) a higher degree of' 
task specialization, c) greater reliance upon impersonal forms of con-
trol, and d) more sevareproblems of' coordination that tend to be handled 
by inflexible, bureaucratic rules and regulations."3 
The groups in this study met f'or sixteen weeks. The four 
therapy-oriented groups met f'or approximately nineteen hours in group 
experience and nineteen hours in didactic experience. The task-oriented 
groups met for a total of' approximately thirty-six hours of' combined 
experiential task and group participation. 
Gazda and Peters indicate in their analysis of' the research in 
group proceduresa 
The typical treatment can be described as consisting of' thir-
teen sessions of one hour each week f'or a period of' thirteen. 
The decrease of' three in the number of' sessions and four in 
the number of' weeks over which the treatment was conducted 
since the 1970 report (Gazda, 1971) appears to be the result 
of' the greater use of' marathons and behavior modification 
1wolf', "Groups", pp. 85-87. 
21. W. Porter and E. E. Lawler, '~roperties of' Organization 
Structures in Relation to Job Attitudes and Job Behavior," cited by D. 
Cartwright and A. Zander, 1roup Dynamics, Research and Theory (New Yorka 
Harper and Row, Pub., 1968 , pp. 102-103. 
~. P. Indik, "Organization Size and Member Participation," 
cited by Cartwright and Zander, Ibid., p. 103. 
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approaches.1 
Description of Leader Orientation 
The teacher-leader (a Ph.D.) of the task-oriented groups used 
an NTL style. She used exercises and interventions based on an experi-
ential learning model to tie in cognition, affect, and personal reac-
tions as part of the learning process. She focused on participants de-
veloping observation skills to determine what the groups needed as well 
as supporting their full participation as group members. She was not 
involved in the group process itself except as trainer. 
The therapy-oriented groups had two leaders, both trained in the 
Egan model. They were doctoral students in guidance and counseling. 
They were both professionally experienced group facilitators. 
According to Egan, his model has two training phases and is de-
signed to develop skills of communication for interpersonal relation-
ships. They are a skills-building phase and the utilization of those 
skills in a contractual group experience. The skills that are concen-
tra ted on in Phase I are 1 
••• the kinds of skills essential to high-level interpersonal 
living& attending both physically and psychologically when 
listening to others; communicating accurate empathy and re-
spect, communicating with concreteness and genuineness, re-
lating to immediacy (the ability to deal with what is happen-
ing here and now in a relationship), making confronta~~ons 
(especially confrontation which is composed of high degrees of 
accurate empathy and respect), exploring one's self (both 
self-initiated, self-exploration and self-exploration as a re-
sponse to empathic understanding and responsible confronta-
tion), and offering directional self-disclosure (that is, 
self-disclosure that is neither secret dropping nor exhibi-
tionism, but self-translation at the service of relationship 
1Gazda and Peters, "Research in Group", P• 68. 
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building.)! 
Egan describes the leader in this model as a trainer rather than 
a facilitator who himself possesses the skills he is attempting to 
teach. ''He depends on skills rather than techniques, n2 although exer-
cises and structured experiences may be used to the degree they teach 
skills. He is active and involved in the group process. 
In Phase II, the contractual phase, the skills participants have 
learned in Phase I are utilized to develop closeness with one another. 
Description of How the Study Was Conducted 
Each S was administered the Barron's Es scale and the 16 PF in 
a preliminary test situation. Scores were ranked for each sample and 
the Ss divided into two groups in the task-oriented sample. The therapy 
oriented sample division into two groups occurred through section selec-
tion of .participants. One group in each sample was designated heads and 
another group in each sample was designated tails. The face of the coin 
after it was flipped determined the homogeneous groups. Those groups 
designated tails were the homogeneous. Group scores were ranked, and 
the median raw score, 45, was used as the cut-off for high and low ego-
strength for therapy-oriented groups. The median score of 46 was used 
as the cut-off for task-oriented groups. The scores in the heterogene-
ous groups were ranked and sorted into two piles to comprise two groups. 
It was found that five participants were enrolled in both 
courses; therefore, they received both task and therapy treatment 
!Gerard Egan, "A Two-Phase Approach to Human Relations Train-
ing," in The 1973 Annual Handbook for Group Facilitators, JdmE. Jones 
and J. WiiTiam""J5l'eiffer (ta:Jo11a, ua:I'ifornia1 University Associates 
Pub., 1973), pp. 227-28. 
2rbid., p. 230. 
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levels. They were selected to groups in the therapy-oriented treatment 
according to the experimental design. Four were in heterogeneous 
groups, and one was in a homogeneous, low Es group. 
A check of the groups in the task-oriented treatment showed 
three of the five had fallen into unlike groups when selected according 
to the experimental design. Two were selected to homogeneous groups who 
were in heterogeneous groups in the therapy-oriented treatment. One 
was selected to a heterogeneous group who was homogeneously selected in 
the therapy treatment level. Two had been selected to like groups in 
both treatment levels, both heterogeneous. 
The three who had been selected to unlike groups in the task-
oriented treatment level were assigned to like groups to control against 
contamination. Members of the like groups to which the three were as-
signed were selected as replacements to the groups from which they were 
drawn according to duplicate scores. In other words, a participant with 
a score of 45 was drawn from a heterogeneous group into which the re-
peating participant with a score of 45 was being assigned, and the two 
were switched. This allowed control of contamination. 
In the task-oriented groups there was one teacher-leader for all 
four groups who made interventions in group dynamics using exercises, 
confrontation, and focusing on group process. 
In the therapy-oriented groups there were two leaders who were 
randomly assigned to one homogeneous group and one heterogeneous group 
to control for trainer variability. 
Statistical Model 
The model used for statistical treatment of data was a complete-
ly randomized factorial design with nested treatment. 
The level of significance was set at .05. 
An analysis of variance was used for over-all significance 
tests. 
Barron's Es scores were transformed to be comparable to 16 PF 
scores so sten tables could be used for conversions. 
Correlations were run on the pre-test Barron's Ego-strength 
scores and each factor of the 16 PF for each participant, and means for 
total population as well as like groups were calculated for both pre and 
post-test data. 
Difference scores were computed on both instruments and used for 
post-test calculations. 
Chapter IV presents the treatment of pre and post-test data. It 
also presents the results of the study and a discussion of the results. 
A discussion of statistical power is included. The power of the statis-
tic to detect significant differences when the population numbers fifty 
in order that the null hypotheses will be rejected when they are false 
was computed. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
Little research has accumulated regarding the question of how 
groups should be composed and what criteria should be used to select 
participants to group experience. Theoreticians are sharply divided in 
their opinion of whether groups should be homogeneous to insure cohe-
siveness or heterogeneous to insure dissonance. In practice, hetero-
geneity is the preferred method of selection since group leaders must 
compose groups on available populations. Expediency usually precludes 
consideration of homogeneous selection, except occasionally as it re-
lates to symptom. The literature shows some modest research support for 
homogeneous grouping according to some variables. However, other re-
search results in conflicting indices, favoring heterogeneity. Few var-
iables have been submitted to controlled scrutiny. 
Purpose of the Study 
It has been the intent of this study to observe through con-
trolled experimentation how ego-strength is affected in a group process 
when participants are assigned homogeneously and heterogeneously accord-
ing to this factor. A subproblem considered was whether differences in 
goal-orientation of the leaders produced differences in participants' 
growth in ego-strength. Therefore, task-oriented groups were dealt with 
as one treatment level, therapy-oriented groups as another, and they 
were controlled experimentally. The primary concern of the study was 
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the primary treatment, placement in homogeneous and heterogeneous 
groups, according to the variable of ego-strength as measured by 
Barron's Ego-Strength Scale. 
Population and Groups 
There were eight groups. Six of the groups had six partici-
pants. Two of the groups had seven participants. The total population 
numbered fifty. Four groups, two homogeneous and two heterogeneous, 
were task-oriented. The other four, two homogeneous and two hetero-
geneous, were therapy-oriented. (See Chapter III for a description of 
leader style.) Of the two homogeneous groups in both task and therapy-
treatment levels, one was composed of high ego-strength participants, 
and one was composed of low ego-strength participants. The median score 
of the samples was used as the cut-off to designate high and low ego-
strength. 
HYpotheses 
1. There is no significant difference between homogeneous and 
heterogeneous Es change scores. 
2. There is no significant difference between task-oriented 
groups' and therapy-oriented groups' change scores. 
J. There is no significant difference between low Es and high 
Es change scores. 
4. There is no significant difference in the change scores of 
the primary personality factors between homogeneous and heterogeneous 
groups. 
The hypotheses will be discussed in order of the priorities of 
the study. First, the main effects of differences in homogeneous and 
heterogeneous groups will be discussed as they are observed in ego-
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strength change scores. Sec~ndly, a comparison of any differences in 
ego-strength change scores between task-oriented and therapy-oriented 
treatment levels will be made. 
Thirdly, a comparison of nested effects, showing any differences 
between homogeneous low Es and homogeneous high Es groups, will be made. 
Finally, a comparison of any changes in the primary personality 
factors that are significant between homogeneous and heterogeneous 
groups will be made. 
Difficulties of the Study 
Two difficulties occurred in the study. The first occurred when 
it was found that five participants were involved in both task and ther-
apy treatment levels. Three of the five had fallen into "unlike" groups 
in the task-treatment level when they were selected according to the ex-
perimental design. To guard against contamination in the study, the 
three were reassigned to "like" groups in the task treatment level to 
maintain consistency in placement with the therapy treatment level. 
Participants with duplicate scores were drawn from the groups to which 
repeaters were being assigned, and the two were switched. 
The second difficulty arose when one participant dropped out of 
the therapy-treatment level from a heterogeneous group of six. An in-
terview with the participant and the trainer produced no evidence that 
the premature termination was a result of deviancy. Rather it seemed 
likely that his initial expectation of work-load required for the course . 
had been unrealistic. He dropped the course, having attended five ses-
sions, favoring enrollment the following semester in order that he could 
fulfill the expectations more fully. There seemed to be no indication 
of deviancy, scapegoating, or dissatisfaction with the experience. 
Post-test scores for one participant in the other heterogeneous 
therapy group were not secured. This group had seven participants, but 
data for the post-test was only available for six. 
The post-test data was treated as though there were five and six 
participants respectively in the groups while the pre-test data indi-
cates six and seven. 
Control for Trainer Variability 
Trainer variability was controlled in two ways. An experimental 
control was used for variability between the task-oriented trainer and 
the therapy-oriented trainers through the use of a randomized factorial 
design with two levels of homogeneity (factor C) nested in homogeneity/ 
heterogeneity (factor B). Trainer goal-orientation was designated a 
treatment in the study (factor A). Both therapy-oriented trainers were 
educated and experienced in the Egan-model (see Chapter III). To con-
trol for individual variation between these two trainers, each of the 
two was randomly assigned a homogeneous therapy-oriented group and a 
heterogeneous therapy-oriented group for a total of two groups each. 
There was only one trainer for the four task-oriented groups who worked 
with two homogeneous and two heterogeneous groups. 
Power 
Statistical power may be defined as the probability that thesta-
tistic used will detect significant differences with a specified popu-
lation so that the null hypotheses will be rejected when they are false. 
The power of a research methodology is similarly defined by Kirk 
as "the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when the alterna-
tive hypothesis is true. Power is equal to 1 (probability of 
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conuniting a type II error)."1 
There is an inverse relationship between the power of a test and 
the risk of failing to reject a false hypothesis. In this study, the 
risk of failing to reject a false hypothesis (a type I error) is .05, 
the level of significance at which the study has been set. 
In view of the population size of fifty which was available for 
the experiment, it was decided to determine the power of the statistic 
to detect significant differences. Two calculations were made. 
The first computation determined power to detect significant 
differences between groups on the trainer-orientation variable. This 
computation applies to hypothesis two of the study. 
¢ = 
6~ I n 
= 1.73 
Using Pearson and Hartley's Power tables as given in Kirk, 
.5 for an alpha equal to .05 
The p~obability of rejecting a false null hypothesis on this variable is 
.5 at the .05 level of significance. 2 Therefore, we may conclude that 
50% of the time, hypothesis two will be rejected when it is false at the 
• 0.5 level. 
The second computation determined the power to detect signifi-
cance between groups on the homogeneity/heterogeneity factor. It yielded 
1Roger E. Kirk, Experimental Design Procedures for the Behavior-
al Sciences (California: Brooks/Cole Publishers, Co., 1968~p. 9. 
2Ibid., p. 107. 
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the following results. 
= ).~ 
Using Pearson's and Hartley's Power Tables in Kirk, 
power .98 for an alpha equal to • 05 
The probability of rejecting a false null hypothesis on this variable is 
.98 at the .05 level of significance. 
Pre-test~ Ego-Strength (Barron's Es scale) 
For purposes of analysis, task groups were designated a1, and 
therapy groups were designated a2; homogeneous grou.ps were designated bt 
and heterogeneous groups were designated b2 ; high ego-strength nested in 
bt was designated c1, and low ego-strength nested .:in bt was designated 
c2 • The groups were designated as followsa 
task, HEs, homogeneous 
task, LEs, homogeneous 
task, heterogeneous 
task, heterogeneous 
therapy, HEs, homogeneous 
therapy, LEs, homogeneous 
therapy, heterogeneous 
therapy, heterogeneous 
There were a total of eight groups, all receiving treatment. 
test showed variance among the groups to be homogeneous. 
An Fmax 
An ana1ysis of variance was used. It wi:ll be noted that the 
variance between task (at) and therapy (a2 ) groups resulted in no sig-
nificance. The ANOVA is represented in table one on page 62. We can 
conclude that the samples were representative according to the Es 
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measure. 
The analysis of variance between homogeneous and heterogeneous 
(b1 and bz) groups resulted in no significant difference. There is no 
significant interaction in pre-test data between factors A and B, nor 
between A and C(b1)• However, there is significance beyond the .001 
level in the nested effect of C(b1)• Therefore, groups were formed for 
the purpose of the experiment according to the specified variable. 
The Barron's Es scale raw scores were transformed according to 
the fonnulaa1 
Sn ) Xn = <~s:.;;;o;.....__ Xo + 
For this data, Barron's Es scores were made comparable to the 16 PF 
factor scores in order that correlations could be run and sten-conver-
sian norming tables in the Norm Supplement for the 16 PF could be used. 
(For a comparison of stens to standard scores, see illustration 1, page 
63.) 
Norms 
It was decided to use the norms for the general population, fe-
male, and the general population, male, for Form A of the 16 PF after 
the foilowing correction f.onnula was applied to each factor for each 
participant to make the norms valid according to age. 
Yadj. = Y-b1(x-Xs)-b2(x2- xs2)2 
Group means were converted to stens on the Norm Table 25 for 
1Edward S. Minium, Statistical Reasoning in Psychology and Ed-
ucation (New Yorks John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1970), p. 115. 
2Norms for the 16 PF, Forms! and~ (1967-68 Edition), Tabular 
Supplement No. 1• (Champaign, Illinoisa Institute for Personality and 
Ability Testing, 1973), p. 34. 
TABLE 1 
PRE-TEST ANOVA -- BARRON'S EGO-STRENGTH SCALE 
sv df ss MS F 
A (2-1) = 1 .25 .25 .013 ns 
B (2-1) = 1 .09 
·09 .005 ns 
AB (2-1)(2-1) "" 1 17.06 17.06 .888 ns 
C(b1) 2(2-1) = 2 9'-1-0. 86 470.43 24.48 
P< .001 
AC(b1) 2(2-1)(2-1) = 2 13.75 6.87 .358 ns 
N - pq(r) 
w. cell 50 - (2) (2) (2) 806.98 19.21 
error = 42 
Total N - 1 = 49 1778.99 
ILLUSTRATION 1 
STANDARD SCORES AND STENS 
1 10 
2.3% 
4.4% 2.3% 
(Percentage of population -- adult -- obtaining sten) 
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General Population, Male and Female• Form A in the supplement. 
Primary Personality Factors Pre-test (16 PF) 
The 16 PF was used as an independent measure to further substan-
tiate the homogeneity/heterogeneity factor. A composite comparison of 
"like" groups is shown in graph 1 on page 65. The.graph shows pictor-
ially the factors on which the Es scale has differentiated the groups. 
As previously noted in Chapter III, the 16 PF has a second-
order anxiety factor which has the following loada low emotional sta-
bility (C-); shy, timid, threat-sensitive (H-)r suspicious, hard to fool 
L +); guilt prone, apprehensive, insecure (0+); undisciplined, self-
conflict (QJ-); and tense, driven, frustrated (Q4+). As the composite 
comparlson in graph 1 shows, the LEs groups give an exact replica of the 
second-order factor with the exception of QJ-· The HEs groups show the 
opposite pattern. They are emotionally stable (C+); venturesome (H+); 
trusting (L-); self-assured and secure (0-); controlled (Q;+); and re-
laxed, tranquil, unfrustra ted ( Q4-) • The heterogeneous groups show a 
pattern more comparable to the LEs groups although the factors are not 
as significantly different from the mean sten. 
Correlations were run between each of the sixteen factors of the 
16 PF and the Es scale. Pearson's Product Moment Correlation was the 
statistic used according to the formulaa1 
n L xy 
Minium, Statistical Reasoning, p. 1)8. 
Composite HEs 
a1c~(b1) 
a2c1(b1) 
Composite LEs 
&1C2(bt) 
a2c2(b1) 
Composite 
Heterogeneous 
GRAPH 1 
COMPOSITE COMPARISON OF ''LIKE" GROUPS -- 16 PF PROFILES 
A B C* E F G H* I L* M N 0* Q1 Sten Mean 
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The results are shown in table 2 on page 6e. Correlations were deter-
mined for the total population as well as for homogeneous groups, HEs 
and LEs, and heterogeneous groups. 
Results 
A completely randomized factorial design with nested treatment 
and analysis of variance was used for over-all significance tests. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no significant difference between homogeneous and het-
erogeneous Es change scores. This was designated as factor B in the 
study. As may be noted in the ANOVA table 3 on page 69, there isno 
significant difference between homogeneous and heterogeneous groups. Do 
not reject the hypothesis. 
Hypothesis _g 
There is no significant difference between task-oriented groups' 
and therapy-oriented groups' change scores. This treatment was desig-
nated as factor A in the study. The analysis of variance yields no sig-
nificant difference. Do not reject the hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 2. 
There is no significant difference between low Es and high Es 
change scores. These simple main treatment levels are designated C(bt) 
in the analysis. Analysis yields no significant difference. Do not re-
ject the hypothesis. 
A repeated measures design for analysis of variance was used to 
determine differences in the 16 PF. The results of this analysis are 
found in table 4 on page 70. 
HYJ?othesis ~ 
There is no significant difference in the change scores of 
16 PF 
Factor 
A 
B 
C* 
E 
F 
G 
H* 
I 
L* 
M 
N 
0* 
Q1 
Q2 
QJ* 
Q4* 
TABLE 2 
PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS 
BARRON'S Es SCALE AND 16 PF 
High Low Hetero. 
Es Es 
-.41 .19 .09 
-.JO -.20 .06 
-.46 .42 -.06 
-.004 .27 .04 
.65 .oo -.22 
-.02 .14· .11 
.17 .59 -.21 
-.47 -.JO -.12 
.oo .22 .06 
-.21 .42 -.19 
.14 .45 -.OJ 
.22 -.J9 .09 
.47 .05 -.OJ 
-.J1 -.16 -.18 
-.J1 .J8 .06 
.45 -.J9 -.10 
*second-order anxiety load factor 
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Population 
Composite 
.09 
-.08 
.45 
.188 
.26 
.10 
.J5 
-.05 
-.16 
.OJ 
.17 
-.44 
.22 
-.20 
.17 
-.60 
TABLE J 
POST-TEST AN OVA -- BARRON'S EGO-STRENGTH SCALE 
sv df ss MS F 
A (2-1) = 1 2.6) 2.6) .197 ns 
B (2-1) = 1 )4.89 1!-.89 2.61 ns 
AB (2-1)(2-1) = 1 )8.42 )8.42 2.87 
.05< P< .10 
C(b1) 2(2-1) = 2 24.89 12.45 .931 ns 
AC(b1) 2(2-1)(2-1) = 2 4.51 2.26 .169 ns 
w. cell 48N--(~~~~(2) 535.26 1J.J8 error 
= 40 
Total N - 1 = 47 640.60 
~ 
' "< 
primary personality factors between homogeneous and heterogeneous 
groups. The between groups factor A in this analysis yields no signif-
icant difference, Do not reject the hypothesis. 
Conclusions 
As will be noted in table 3, the interaction between A and B was 
found to be significant at the .10 level. Because this indicates a 
relationship exists between the dependent and independent variables, a 
strength of association test was run to determine the degree of the re-
lationship and to decide whether or not a larger number might produce 
significant results. The formula used acco~ing to Kirka1 
1\ 
wz = X 
SSx (p-1)(MSw. cell) 
SStotal + MSw. cell 
All positive associations were found to be trivial and did not account 
for any significant portion of the variability. This indicates that the 
numbers were sufficiently large for the experiment, and, indeed, may 
have been large enough to achieve the .10 significance level by chance 
rather than by design. 
The strength of association test further indicates there was 
little association between the independent variables of task and therapy 
trainer orientation and homogeneity/heterogeneity with the dependent 
variable of change scores in ego-strength as measured by Barron's scale. 
The analysis of variance on the 16 PF indicated beyond the .001 
level of significance a difference in change between factors. The re-
sul ts of pairwise comparisons of change may be found in Appendix A. It 
will be seen that the second-order anxiety factors for the total 
1Kirk, Experimental Design, p. 198. 
sv 
Between 
Subjects 
A 
subjects 
within 
groups 
Within 
Subjects 
B 
(16 factors) 
AB 
B x Subjects 
within 
groups 
Total 
TABLE 4 
POST-TEST ANOVA -- 16 PF 
d.f ss 
n) - 1 (6)(8 - 1 = 47 41+ • .9+ 
p - 1 
8 - 1 = 7 78.52 
p(n - 1) 
8(6-1) = 40 356.02 
np(q - 1) 
(6)(8)(16-1) =720 7825.13 
q - 1 
16 - 1 = 15 1672.64 
(p - 1)(q - 1) 
(8-1)(16-1) = 105 463.50 
p(n - 1)(q - 1) 
8( 6-1) (16-1) = 600 5688.99 
npq - 1 = 767 8259.67 
MS F 
9.25 
2/3 
11.22 1.26 ns 
8.90 
10.87 
5/7 
111.51 11.76 
p < .001 
6/7 
4.14 .437 ns 
9.48 
?1 
population accounted for a large percentage of variability in change be-
tween factors in only three of the six; trust (L), shy-adventurous (H), 
and emotional stability (C). The other three factors, guilt proneness 
(0), integration (Q3), and anxiety (Q4), accounted for far less of the 
variability. It would appear little more than chance was operating. 
Further investigation of the data shows the results of change in 
factors between groups reported in stens in table 5 on page 72. A com-
posite graph of pre and post-test stens is shown in graph 2 on page 73. 
Table 5 shows that the low ego-strength groups experienced 
change of at least one sten in 9 of the 16 factors, including 5 of the 6 
second-order anxiety factors which showed a high correlation with the 
Barron's Es measure. 
The HEs groups experienced change in four of the sixteen fac-
tors, but none were the six second-order anxiety factors. 
The heterogeneous groups experienced change in three of the six-
teen factors, two of which were second-order anxiety factors. 
This data may indicate that participants work on their own most. 
pressing needs regardless of stated goals for groups or of trainer goal 
orientation. 
T contrasts were run on simple main effects in an effort to de-
termine if there were any trends in the data. The formula used wasc1 
t Cj(X) Cj(X) j (2) MSw. cell /n 
Kirk, Experimental Design, p. 113. 
f 
a 
c 
t 
0 
r 
A 
B 
C* 
E 
F 
G 
H* 
I 
L* 
M 
N 
0* 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3* 
~* 
t 
0 
t 
a 
1 
t 
0 
t 
a 
1 
TABLE 5 
COMPOSITE 16 PF STEN CHANGE 
GROUPS 
L.Es HEs Hetero. 
pre post pre post pre post 
6 5 6 6 6 6 
7 7 8 8 7 7 
5 6 7 7 5 6 
6 6 6 7 7 7 
5 6 7 7 7 8 
5 4 5 4 4 4 
5 6 7 7 7 7 
6 6 7 7 7 7 
8 6 5 5 6 6 
7 6 7 7 7 7 
5 5 6 6 4 4 
7 7 4 4 6 5 
5 5 7 6 6 6 
6 6 6 5 6 6 
6 5 6 6 5 5 
8 7 5 5 6 6 
Factors 
changing 1 ± sten of the 16 for each like group 
9 4 3 
*Second-order anxiety factors 
changing 1 + sten of the 6 for each like group 
5 0 2 
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t 
0 
t 
a 
1 
1 
0 
2* 
1 
2 
2 
1* 
0 
2* 
1 
0 
1* 
1 
1 
1* 
1* 
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6 
Group 
Composite HEs 
a1c1(b1) 
a2c1(b1) 
Composite LEs 
a1c2(b1) 
a2c2(b1) 
Composite 
Heterogeneous 
a1b21 - a1b22 
a2b21 - a2b22 
GRAPH 2 
COMPOSITE COMPARISON OF "LIKE" GROUPS -- 16 PF PRE AND POST 
A B C* E F G H* I L* M N 0* Q1 Q2 Q3* ~* Sten Mean 
--0---- pre-test 
~ post-test *second-order anxiety factor 
9 
.. - 8 
-7 
6 
- 5 
4 
3 
2 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
-2 
-9 
8 
- 7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
A comparison of therapy-homogeneous groups (a2b1) with therapy-hetero-
geneous groups (a2b2) yielded a difference that exceeded the .05 level 
of significance for a one-tailed i test, indicating that at the therapy 
treatment level, there was a significant difference in the simple main 
effect of the homogeneity/heterogeneity factor. Accordingly, the fol-
lowing interaction plots were made on the basis of simple factor means 
to determine patterns in the data. 
).5 
).0 
2.5 
2.0 
1.5 
1.0 
0.5 
o.o 
-0.5 
-1.0 
TRAINER PATTERNS 
(a) 
2 
Interaction results for AB (trainer-orientation (A); homogene-
ity/heterogeneity (B) are mixed as indicated by graphs E and £ on page 
75. Graph ~ above shows the task-oriented trainer (at) va~ies little 
across groups with slightly less gains for heterogeneous groups. Ther-
apy-oriented (a2) trainers show considerably greater gains for hetero-
geneous, indicating that grouping according to ego-strength for thera-
peutic goals may not be tenable. However, graphs E and £ show contrary 
indication. There is an interaction between factor B (homogeneity/ 
heterogeneity) and task orientations as is seen in graph E with slightly 
more gains for homogeneous groups, but there is no interaction between 
factor Band therapy-orientation as seen in graph £• 
4 • .5 
4.0 ~ 3·.5 
3.0 
2 • .5 
2.0 
1..5 
1.0 
0 • .5 
o.o 
-0 • .5 
-1.0 
-1..5 
'2 
INTERACTION OF TASK TRAINER WITH HOMOGENEITY/HEI'EROOENEITY 
. (b) 
4 • .5 -
4.0 
3 • .5 
3.0 
2 • .5 
2.0 
1 • .5 
1.0 
0 • .5 
o.o 
B 
-0 • .5 - a2 
-1.0 ~~-------------~~------------~---------
c(b1) b2 
INTERACTION OF THERAPY TRAINERS WITH HOMOOENEITY/HEI'EROOENEITY 
(c) 
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Further exploration seems to indicate more precisely what oc-
curred. Graphs £, ~' and f present the simple effects that occurred in 
the eight groups. The operative variable appears to be trainer varia-
tion across groups and between groups. The task-oriented trainer had 
comparable results with both LEs and HEs homogeneous groups and one het-
erogeneous group, the latter making slightly more gains. However, this 
trainer had trivial success with one heterogeneous group in terms of the 
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goals of the experiment. This result is graphically depicted in graph ~· 
4.5 [ 
4.0 
3·5 
3.0 
2.5 
2.0 
1.5 
1.0 
0.5 
o.o 
-0.5 -
-1.0 -
-1.5 -
-2.0 ~-----------~--------~----~--------~~---b21 b22 
INTERACTION OF TASK ORIENTATION ACROSS GROUPS 
(d) 
Graph ~ shows that differences in therapy groups were also asso-
ciated with trainer variation. Trainer 1 had about the same success 
4.5 -
4.0 
3.5 
3.0 
2.5 
2.0 
1.5 
1.0 
0.5 
o.o 
-0.5 
-1.0 
-1.5 
-2.0 
a2' o ...... 
............. 
.............. 
...... , 
- B 
INTERACTION OF THERAPY ORIENTATION ACROSS GROUPS 
(e) 
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with the homogeneous and heterogeneous groups. (The dotted line indi-
cates the distance of change from Q although the actual score is nega-
tive. It will be seen that change is approximately the same for both of 
Trainer 1's groups.) Trainer 2, however, had trivial success with his 
homogeneous group, but his heterogeneous group was the most successful 
of the eight, in terms of experimental goals. 
The variation in all three trainers may be seen in graph f• 
4.5 -
4.0 
).5 -
).0 
2.5 -
2.0 
1.5 
1.0 
0.5 
o.o 
-0.5 -
-1.0 
-1.5 -
-2.0 
c1(b1) c2(b1) b21 
L -;;.~n~r· t ~t~e:-~Yt" """ _ 
Trainer 2 (therapy) 
TRAINER VARIATION PATTERNS 
(f) 
r 
-
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Discussion 
·There seems to be evidence that the independent variables of the 
experiment were not successfully manipulated, and that two variables 
need to be more tightly controlled if the experiment is repeated. Par-
ticipant goals is one, and the other is individual trainer variation. 
Personal growth goals rather than educational goals should pro-
bably be the primary goal of participants for successful manipulation of 
the independent variables. Also, repeated measures on the same trainer 
working with at least three group designations; HEs, LEs, and hetero-
geneous, with a therapy orientation in one experiment followed by the 
same three group designations with the same trainer using a task-goal 
orientation would control trainer variation. The same repeated experi-
ment could be duplicated several times with different trainers for the 
total experiment. It seems clear that insufficient control of partici-
pant goals and insufficient control of variation in individual trainers 
made it impossible to isolate the variables being manipulated. 
Perhaps one of Yalom's theories has received some support in the 
patterns found in the study. He indicated it was his belief that the 
homogeneous group, which remained shallow was the result of the th~ 
pist's failure to generate sufficient dissonance for growth. (p. 18, 
this study). Apparently, the task-oriented trainer and the therapy-
oriented trainer 1 who had equal success with both kinds of groups have 
sustained his impression. However, this study has produced no real 
evidence that whether groups are homogeneously or heterogeneously com-
posed is an issue of any importance. Rather it would appear that until 
contrary evidence is produced, a trainer should know his own limitations 
and compose his groups according to them. Trainer and participants 
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should probably share similar goals. For some trainers, this does not 
seem to matter. At least one trainer was unable to move a homogeneous 
LEs group, but was highly successful with a heterogeneous group. One 
trainer was equally successful with two homogeneous groups and one 
heterogeneous group, but had some difficulty with a heterogeneous. The 
latter group may have encountered difficulty because of conflict in par-
ticipants goals. The same is true of'the homogeneous group with trivial 
gains. 
Recommendations 
Because this experiment was unsuccessful in manipulating the 
variable of ego-strength in homogeneous and heterogeneous groups, the 
importance of such research is not diminished. The experiment should be 
repeated as previously indicated, controlling more tightly for partici-
pant goal and for trainer variability. 
In addition, there. are pattems in this experiment which seem to 
indicate it is important that a trainer be aware of any limitations re-
lating to group composition he may have in generating c.onditions condu-
cive to the growth of his participants. He should compose his groups 
on the homogeneous/heterogeneous factor according to such limitations. 
There is also some indication that trainers need to be acutely aware of 
the goals of participants. Both pattems appear to be variables that 
contribute to group success. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY 
The research on group method regarding composition has not re-
solved the issue of whether groups should be homogeneously or hetero-
geneously formed. At one time, homogeneous groups were believed by some 
professional practitioners to be dangerous. Others have observed that 
heterogeneous groups appear to lead to some destructive dynamics such as 
scapegoating, deviancy, and premature drop-out. Few variables have been 
submitted to experimental scrutiny. Research results are modest and 
mixed with some support for homogeneity · and some support for hetero-
geneity. 
It was the purpose of this experiment to submit to study the 
variable of ego-strength of participants and how it is affected in homo-
geneous and heterogeneous groups. A sub-problem of the study was to de-
termine whether trainer goal-orientation, task or therapy, affected the 
variable of ego-strength significantly in terms of participant outcome. 
The population was composed of graduate students, masters and 
doctoral, at Loyola University of Chicago. They ranged in age from 
twenty-one to forty-five. There were thirty-four females and sixteen 
males in the pre-testing. Data was lost for two therapy participants, 
one male and one female, for the post-testing. The participants were 
representative in socio-economic status, race, and ethnic origin for a 
large, urban university. 
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There were eight groups. Four had a task-oriented trainer, and 
four had therapy-oriented trainers. The task-oriented trainer led two 
homogeneous groups, one high ego-strength and one low ego-strength, and 
two heterogeneous groups. The trainer was a teacher-leader and used an 
NTL style. There were two therapy-oriented trainers, both using an Egan 
style. They were doctoral students and experienced trainers. 
Trainer variability was controlled in two ways. The variability 
between task and therapy-oriented trainers was controlled experimental-
ly, and the variability between individual therapy-oriented trainers was 
controlled by randomly assigning each trainer a homogeneous and a het-
erogeneous group. 
The participants self-selected participation in the experiment 
by enrolling in two courses. The courses were Group Dynamics, the task-
oriented sample, and Individual Appraisal, the therapy-oriented sample. 
~ey did not know they were being studied until post-data had been se-
cured. 
The median score, as measured by Barron's Ego-Strength Scale, 
was used as the cut-off for LEs and HEs groups. Heterogeneous groups 
were composed of diverse levels of ego-strength. Homogeneous andhet-
erogeneous groups were determined by the flip of a coin. The 16 PF was 
used as an independent measure to further substantiate the homogeneity/ 
heterogeneity factor. 
A completely randomized factorial design with nested treatment 
and analysis of variance was used. Pre-test data showed the samples to 
be representative and the HEs and LEs groups to be significantly differ-
ent beyond the .001 level from the total population. A high correlation 
was found between Barron's Ego-Strength ~ale and the second-order 
anxiety factor of the 16 PF. 
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The study defined therapeutic success to 
mean an increase in ego-strength as measured by Barron's and a reduction 
in the second-order anxiety factor as measured by the 16 PF. The signif-
icance level was set at .05. 
The following hypotheses were tested. 
1. There is no significant difference between homogeneous and 
heterogeneous Es change scores. 
2. There is no significant difference between task-oriented 
groups' and therapy-oriented groups' change scores. 
J. There is no significant difference between low Es and high 
Es change scores. 
4. There is no significant difference in the change scores of 
the primary personality factors between homogeneous and heterogeneous 
groups. 
None of the hypotheseswas rejected. 
Because a .10 level of significance was achieved on the inter-
action of the factor of trainer goal-orientation and the factor of 
homogeneity/heterogeneity, a strength of association test was run. Re-
sults, though positive, were trivial. It showed little relationship be-
tween the independent variables and the dependent variables of the 
study, but indicated total number of subjects was probably sufficient. 
A t contrast on the simple main effects between therapy homoge-
neous and heterogeneous groups was found to be significant beyond the 
.05 level. Graphs on means for patterns indicated that much of the var-
iability might be due to individual trainer variation. One therapy 
trainer had trivial success 
successful group of the 
with a homogeneous 
eight in terms of 
group, but led the most 
the experiment in his 
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heterogeneous group. The task-oriented trainer had approximately equal 
success with both homogeneous and one heterogeneous group, but had only 
trivial success with a heterogeneous group. The other therapy trainer 
had equal success with his homogeneous and heterogeneous groups. Clear-
ly, individual trainer variability was not successfully controlled. 
The difference in factor change on the 16 PF (but not in factors 
between groups) was found to be significant beyond the .001 level. Fur-
ther exploration revealed that of the six second-order anxiety factors, 
only three changed appreciably. Of the three, only one was a principle 
anxiety factor, C -- emotional stability. It appears that little more 
than chance was operating for the total population on these six factors. 
However, of the like groups LEs groups experienced change of one or more 
stens in five of the six anxiety factors. Only O, guilt proneness, did 
not change. HEs groups experienced sten change in none of the six. Het-
erogeneous groups experienced sten change in two of the six, C -- emo-
tional stability and 0 -- guilt proneness. This may indicate that par-
ticipants' goals may be their most pressing need during a group experi-
ence regardless of trainer goal. 
In view of the patterns, it appears that trainers should be a-
ware of any limitations they may have regarding working with homogeneous 
or heterogeneous groups, and trainers should be acutely aware of parti-
cipants' goals. 
The lack of success of the experiment seems due to insufficient 
control of individual trainer variability and participants' goals. It 
does not diminish the importance of the study. It is recommended that 
the experiment be repeated, and the following suggestions are made. 
One trainer should lead at least three groups, HEs, LEs, and 
heterogeneous, with a goal orientation of therapy. This experiment 
should be repeated with the same trainer and the same group designa-
tions, with a goal orientation of task. Participants' goals should be 
personal growth. The experiment should be repeated with three or four 
trainers for one total experiment in a repeated experiments design. 
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BARRON'S EGO-STRENGTH SCORES -- PRE-TEST 
N =50 Population }tean = 44.98 Population Standard Deviation = 5.96 
c1(b1) c2(b1) b21 
Treatments s HEs LEs Heterogeneous 
1 48 n = 6 
.3.3 n = 6 49 n = 6 
2 49 .35 48 
.3 52 .35 46 
a1 
4 52 40 46 TASK 
5 5.3 x = 51.17 4.3 x = .38.5 45 x = 45.5 
6 5.3 Sx= 1.95 45 sx= 4.46 .39 5x= ).2 
1 52 n = 7 45 n = 6 .3.3 n = 7 
2 51 44 
.39 
a2 
.3 51 41 42 
THERAPY 
4 51 .35 45 
5 51 .34 47 
6 47 X = 50.57 .3.3 x = .38.67 49 x = 4.3.7 
7 51 sx= 1.49 SX= 4.85 51 Sx= 5·77 
b22 
51 
48 
47 
46 
46 
42 
.35 
42 
4.3 
46 
48 
52 
Heterogeneous 
n = 6 
X= 46.7 
Sx= 2.69 
n = 6 
x = 44 • .3 
Sx= 5.) 
\0 
0 
BARRON'S EGO-STRENGTH SCORES -- POST-TEST 
c1(b1) c2(b1) b21 b22 Treatment s HEs LEs Heterogeneous Heterogeneous 
1 55 n = 6 38 n = 6 49 n = 6 47 n = 6 
2 48 37 52 43 
3 56 33 47 50 
a1 4 51 44 49 44 TASK 
5 55 x = 52.67 42 x = 4o.o 44 x = 47.7 51 x = 47.3 
6 51 SX= 9.87 46 sx= 4.85 45 ~= 2.g.r 49 f>x= 3.26 
1 51 n = 7 48 n = 6 n = 6 46 n = 5 --
2 50 41 45 
--
a2 
THERAPY 3 52 37 49 42 
4 50 33 43 52 
5 49 39 50 51 
6 43 x = 48.86 36 x = 39.0 49 x = 47.17 53 x = 48.8 
7 47 SX= 3.02 SX= 5.17 47 Sx= 2.?1 Sx= 4.66 
DIFFERENCE SCORES PRE AND POST -- 16 PF 
Group s A B c E F G H I L M N 0 Q1 Q2 Q3 Qtj. 
a1c1(b1) I 0 -3 2 -1 1 -1 2 0 -5 2 2 1 0 -3 -1 7 2 1 3 2 4 1 -1 -1 0 0 -2 2 -1 4 5 -1 7 
3 2 0 4 3 -1 8 0 1 2 -1 -2 1 1 2 0 -3 
4 0 1 1 -5 0 1 0 -2 -3 -7 2 0 -1 0 2 -1 
5 2 -2 2 2 2 ""'4 ""'4 1 2 1 -2 2 0 -2 0 -2 
6 2 1 3 -2 4 3 0 2 ""'4 2 0 2 -2 2 J -7 
a1c2(b1) 1 
=g -1 -6 4 0 -1 6 -4 -3 1 2 4 -1 -3 1 -5 2 1 -1 1 1 ""'4 2 3 -3 ""'4 5 0 0 0 -3 -5 
3 0 3 -1 8 0 -2 ""'4 -2 2 -3 2 3 1 0 0 1 
4 -1 1 8 0 0 -2 1 1 1 
_g 2 3 1 ""'4 -5 -6 
. 5 1 -1 2 3 2 -1 2 2 1 5 0 -2 0 2 1 
6 
-3 =4 3 -1 8 -7 7 -3 -1 -6 -3 -2 3 -1 -6 6 
a1b21 1 5 2 2 -1 9 -3 8 1 5 1 0 2 3 -1 0 7 
2 -1 -1 5 4 5 -1 0 1 0 1 3 -2 0 -5 0 -1 
3 :g -1 1 4 o· -2 4 -2 2 ""'4 0 -5 -1 -1 1 0 4 3 -2 4 -2 0 -8 0 -3 4 0 -3 -2 -6 8 6 
5 1 -1 -2 -3 3 0 ""'4 0 -3 3 -2 -1 -2 1 z 2 6 3 0 8 0 0 3 0 0 -1 1 -2 1 3 1 4 
a1b22 1 -2 1 -2 5 
_g -2 -3 -2 1 1 3 -1 1 2 1 -1 
2 1 2 
-5 0 -1 -2 0 -6 2 -3 0 -5 -2 -3 1 
3 -2 0 1 -5 -4 5 -1 -1 0 -3 -2 0 04 1 0 -1 
4 2 3 1 1 -1 0 4 2 1 1 -3 1 -3 1 -5 2 
5 -2 -1 2 0 0 0 0 -2 -1 4 -2 0 7 0 2 5 
6 -6 1 10 -3 -2 -2 3 3 6 2 -4 -1 5 -7 1 1 
DIFFERENCE SCORES PRE AND POST -- 16 PF 
Group s A B c E F G H I L M N 0 Q1 Qz QJ 94 
a2c1(b1) 1 3 -1 0 -1 -3 5 -1 -2 0 4 -1 -3 -5 -2 -3 1 
2 1 -2 "'4 1 -1 -1 -~ 1 5 -5 4 1 -3 6 -1 10 < 
-6 3 1 1 3 -1 3 -8 -1 0 -5 -1 -1 5 -5 -3 
4 4 -1 3 3 2 0 -1 -1 -3 -1 -2 -2 -6 -2 3 -1 
5 -4 1 0 8 -1 -1 3 0 -8 2 2 :l 0 0 -3 :Jj: 6 1 -1 -7 2 2 -2 0 -1 0 -3 1 :Jj: 
=t 
1 0 
7 2 2 3 5 5 -6 5 -1 3 -2 -2 2 1 :J+ -2 
a2c2(b1) 1 2 -1 2 0 3 2 0 0 1 -7 4 4 3 3 2 3 
2 0 1 1 7 -3 -3 4 0 -2 2 l -5 -1 1 1 =~ 3 -6 1 1 0 -1 1 8 0 -9 0 -3 1 -6 0 4 4 
-1 2 3 01} -2 4 3 -5 -1 -2 -4 -4 -5 0 -9 
5 -3 :J+ J -1 8 -7 7 -3 -1 -6 
-a -2 3 -1 -6 6 6 1 2 7 -3 10 0 4 3 3 6 -1 0 -2 -1 -8 
a2b21 2 -1 -1 5 4 .5 -1 0 1 0 1 3 -2 0 -5 0 -1 
3 -2 -1 2 0 0 0 0 -2 -1 4 -2 0 7 0 2 
' 
(Data for 1 4 0 -2 6 3 5 1 4 0 3 1 04 1 -3 :::1j: 0 
missing) 5 5 -3 0 0 -2 3 -5 -3 -1 1 0 :::1j: 3 1 1 1 6 3 0 8 0 0 -3 0 0 -1 1 -2 1 3 1 4 4 
7 1 2 -5 0 -6 -1 -2 0 -6 2 -3 0 -5 -2 -3 1 
a2b22 1 1 4 5 3 0 1 -1 1 -3 3 5 -4 -9 0 0 -1 
3 4 -2 0 2 -1 -2 4 -1 -1 3 0 :::z;; 1 1 -1 0 
(Data for 2 4 2 1 0 2 1 -1 -1 0 -1 ;..7 0 -1 -3 2 -1 -1 
missing) 5 3 -1 -3 -.5 1 -1 -1 -1 2 -1 -3 -2 -2 0 -1 -1 6 0 :Jj: 3 2 0 -3 1 4 1 -2 3 0 2 :::z;; 0 -7 
PAIRWISE COMPARISONS OF CHANGES IN FACTORS -- 16 PF 
Q2 G *0 M *Q_j 
I 2.} 16.1 16.1 Qz' -- 7.1 
G -- -- 4.9 13.9 13._2_ 
*0 -- -- -- _9.0 9.0 
M -- -- -- -- o.o 
*Q1 -- -- -- -- --
-lfQI.j._ 
-- -- -- -- --
I -- -- -- -- --
B l -- -- -- -- --
N -- -- -- -- --
A -- -- -- -- --
Q1 -- -- -- -- --
f*L 
-- -- -- -- --
f*H 
-- -- -- -- --
F 
-- -- -- -- --
E -- -- -- -- --
l*c 
-- -- -- -- --
* Second-order anxiety factor 
** p < . 01 F = 6. 29 
(Statistic used -- Tukey's HSD) 
*Q4 I B N 
16.1 18.4 19.5 20.3 
13.9 16.1 17 .]_ 18.0 
9.0 11.3 12.4 13.1 
o.o 2.3_ _}.4 4.1 
0.0 2.3 3.4 4.1 
-- 2.3 J.4 4.1 
-- -- 1.1 1.9 
-- -- -- .7 
-- -- -- --
-- -- -- --
-- -- -- --
-- -- -- --
-- -- -- --
-- -- -- --
-- -- -- --
-- -- -- --
HSD j MS error = qo<.,v 
n 
A Q1 *L 
2J.J 25.9 32.3 
21.0 23.6 ]_0.0 
16.1 18.7 25.1 
7.1 9_.7 16.0 
7.1 9.7 16.0 
7.1 9.7 16.0 
4.9 7·5 13.9 
3.8 6.4 12.8 
3.0 4.9 12.0 
--
2.6 9.0 
-- -- 6.4 
-- -- --
-- -- --
-- -- --
-- -- --
-- -- --
*H F E *C 
33-.0 37.9 41.6 48.0 
30.8 ]5.6 J2_.4 45.8 
25.9 30.8 34.5 40.9 
16.9 21.8 25.5 31.9 
16.9 21.8 25.5 31.9 
16.9 21.8 25.5 31.9 
14.6 19.5 23.3 29.6 
12.9 18.4 22.1 28.5 
12.8 17.6 21.4 27.8 
9.8 14.6 18.4 24.8 
?.1 12.0 15.8 22.1 
.8 5.6 9.4 15.8 
--
4._2 8.6 1_..2.0 
-- -- 3.7 10.1 
-- -- --
6.4 
-- -- -- --
Appendix B 
Variable• 
Descrip-
tion• 
Sample I 
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EGO-STRENGTH SCALE (Barron 1953) 
This scale was originally devised to predict the response of 
psycho-neurotic patients to psychotherapy. However, further 
consideration of item content and correlates of the scale led 
Barron to believe it would be a good measure of the general 
aspects of effective functioning usually subsumed, in clini-
cal psychology, under the term "ego-strength." 
The scale consists of 68 items to which the subject responds 
"true" or "false" indicating whether or not the statement 
applies to him. The original pool of 559 MMPI items was ad-
ministered to 33 psychoneurotic patients prior to psycho-
therapy. After a period of 6 months, the 33 subjects were 
rated as having cleariy improved or as being unimproved by 
two skilled judges who were acquainted with the course of 
therapy (their degree of agreement was reflected by an E of 
.91). The final 68 items were chosen on the basis of signif-
icant correlations with the rated improvement of these pa-
tients, 
The test is scored by assi~ing 1 point for every response 
indicating "ego-strength" t the "ego-strength" responses are 
indicated in the list of items below). Scores may range 
from 0 to 68 with a higher score indicating greater"ego-
strength, " 
The respondents involved in the construction of this scale 
were 33 psychoneurotic patients at the Institute of Person-
ality Assessment and Research at Berkeley (!PAR). After 6 
months, 17 were judged to have improved and 16 were judged to 
be unimproved, 
Reliabil- For a different sample of 126 clinic patients, the odd-even 
~ reliability was .76, Test-retest reliability after three 
months for a sample of 30 patients was .72. 
Validity• After an intensive 3-day psychological assessment at !PAR, 
staff members filled out adjective check lists for each of 40 
graduate students who had taken the Ego-Strength (E-S) Scale 
and other personality tests. The check lists for the 10 
highest and 10 lowest on the E-S were compared. The follow-
ing adjectives showed differences between "highs" and "lows" 
at the .05 level1 
Adjectives checked ~ frequently about high-scoring 
subjects• alert, adventurous, determined, independent, 
iniative, outspoken, persisten~ reliable, resourceful; 
responsible. 
Adjectives checked ~ frequently about low-scoring sub-
jects• affected, dependent, effeminate, mannerly, mild. 
Location& 
Adminis-
tration& 
Results 
and 
Coiiiments& 
Staff members rated these same subjects on a number of psych-
ological variables (inferred from behavior in an assessment 
setting). The E-S Scale correlated significantly with vital-
ity (.38), drive (.41), submissiveness (-.40), effeminacy (-.34) and intraceptiveness (-.34). E-S also correlated .24 
with self-confidence, .24 with poise and .25 with breadth of 
interest. 
The author felt that in order for a measure of ego-strength 
to be in accordance with psychoanalytic theory, scores in it 
should be positively correlated with standardized measures of 
intelligence. For the original sample of 33, the E-S Scale 
correlated .44 with the Wechsler-Bellvue Test. It correlated 
.36 with the Primary Mental Abilities Test, and .47 with the 
Intellectual Efficiency Scale of the CPI for a sample of 160 
Air Force officers. For the graduate student sample, the E-
S correlated .39 with the Miller Analogies Test, and .52 with 
the Intellectual Efficiency Scale. 
As anticipated, in the graduate student sample, E-S correlat-
ed -.33 with the Prejudice Scale of the MMPI, and -.46 with 
the California E Scale, while for the officer sample, it cor-
related -.42 with the Tolerance Scale of the CIP and -.23 
with the E Scale. 
Cross validation studies were conducted employing three clin-
ical samples& 53 patients given psychotherapy because of de-
layed recovery from injury or physical disease, 52 patients 
given brief psychotherapy during the preceding five years at 
Langly Porter Clinic, and 46 patients currently receiving 
therapy at a general hospital. All subjects took the MMPI at 
the beginning of therapy and were rated on degree of improve-
ment following therapy. For the first sample, the ratings 
correlated .42 with the E-S scale. For the second sample an 
eta of .54 was obtained between improvement ratings and E-S 
score. For the third sample, the improvement ratings corre-
lated .38 with E-S. 
Barron, F. "An ego-strength scale which predicts response to 
psychotherapy,"Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1953, 11., 
327-333. 
Estimated administration time is 30 minutes. 
This instrument is almost assuredly not unidimensional. 
Barron grouped the 68 items into eight clusters whose labels 
suggest the diversity underlying the single concept of "ego-
strength"& physical functioning and physiological stability, 
psychasthenia and seclusiveness, attitudes toward religion, 
moral posture, sense of reality, personal adequacy, phobias 
and infantile anxieties, and "miscellaneous." High and low 
ego-strength are characterized by the following patterning 
of these categories• 
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~ (associated with improvement in psychotherapy)• (a) 
good physical functioning, (b) spontaneity, ability to 
share emotional experiencesr (c) conventional church 
membership, but nonfundamentalist and undogmatic in reli-
gious beliefsr (d) permissive morality, (e) good con-
tact with reality, (f) feelings of personal adequacy and 
vitality, (g) physical courage and lack of fear. 
Low (associated with lack of improvement in psychother-
apy)& (a) many and chronic physical aliments; (b)brood-
iness, inhibition, a strong need for emotional seclusion, 
worrisomeness; (c) intense religious experiences, belief 
in prayers, miracles, the Bible; (d) repressive and 
~rimitive morality; (e) dissociation and ego-alienation; 
tf) confusion, submiss iveness, chronic fatigue; (g) 
phobias and infantile anxieties. 
Several of these components seem to be similar to constructs 
measured by other scales in this chapter, such as personal 
efficacy and attitudes toward the body. others seem to over-
lap with measures in other chapters, for example, attitude 
toward the Bible and authoritarian morality (repressive and 
primitive) • 
This assortment of characteristics suggests again the possi-
ble inter-relation of several constructs mentioned in this 
book. Nevertheless, it is not at all clear that "ego-
strength" will be the best theoretical concept to unite these 
apparently heterogeneous constructs, when and if such a union 
becomes possible. Comparative studies, using the various 
measures suggested and diverse populations, could prove 
worthwhile in working toward a coherent theory and a more ef-
ficient set of measuring instruments. 
Notea Barron continually speaks in his article of 68 items, but he 
lists only 66. In a later note of correction (Journal of Consulting 
Psychology, 1954, 18, 150) he supplies the missing items but fails to 
tell what categories they are froma "In my home we have always had the 
ordinary necessities (such as enough food, clothing, etc.) (T) and ·~ 
sleep is fitful and disturbed (F)." 
EGO-STRENGTH SCALE 
(Ego-strength responses are indicated in parentheses) 
A. Physical functioning and physiological stability. 
1. 
2. 
J. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9· 
10. 
During the past few years I have been well most of the time. 
I am in just as good physical health as most of my friends. 
I have never had a fainting spell. (T) 
I feel weak all over much of the time. (F) 
My hands have not become clumsy or awkward. (T) 
I have a cough most of the time. (F) 
I have a good appetite. (T) 
I have diarrhea once a month or more. (F) 
At times I hear so well it bothers me. (F) 
I seldom worry about my health. (T) 
B. Psychasthenia ~ seclusiveness. 
11. I feel unable to tell anyone all about myself. (F) 
(T) 
(T) 
12. I feel sympathetic towards people who tend to hang on to their 
griefs and troubles. (F) 
13. I brood a great deal. (F) 
14. I frequently find myself worrying about something. (F) 
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15. I have met problems so full of possibilities that I have been unable 
to make up my mind about them. (F) 
16. I get mad easily and then get over it soon. (T) 
17. When I leave home, I do not worry about whether the door is locked 
and the windows closed. (T) 
18. Sometimes some unimportant thought will run through my mind and 
bother me for days. (F) · 
19. Often I cross the street in order not to meet someone I see. (F) 
20. I dream frequently about things that are best kept to myself. (F) 
c. Attitudes toward religion. 
21. I go to church almost every week. (T) 
22. I pray several times every week. (F) 
23. Christ performed miracles such as changing water into wine. (F) 
24. Everything is turning out just like the prophets of the Bible said 
it would. (F) 
25. I have had some very unusual religious experiences. (F) 
26. I believe my sins are unpardonable. (F) 
D. Moral posture. 
27. I would certainly enjoy beating a crook at his own game. (T) 
28. When I get bored, I like to stir up some excitement. (T) 
29. I do many things which I regret afterwards (!regret things more or 
more often than others seem to). (F) 
30. I can be friendly with people who do things which I consider wrong. 
(T) 
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31. 
32. 
JJ. 
J4. 
Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the opposite of what 
they request, even though I know they are right. (T) 
35· 
36. 
37· 
E. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
4J. 
44. 
45. 
F. 
46. 
4?. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53· 54. 
55· 
56. 
G. 
I never attend a seX¥ show if I can avoid it. (F) 
I like to flirt. (TJ 
I am attracted by members of the opposite sex. (T) 
I like to talk about sex. (T) 
I do not like to see women smoke. (F) 
Sometimes I enjoy hurting persons I love. (T) 
Sense of reality. 
I have had very peculiar and strange experiences. (F) 
I have strange and peculiar thoughts. (F) 
I have had blank spells in which my activities were interrupted and 
I did not know what was going on around me. (F) 
When I am with people, I am bothered by hearing very queer things. 
(F) 
At times I have fits of laughing and crying that I cannot control. 
(F) . 
I have had no difficulty in keeping my balance in walking. (T) 
Parts of my body often have feelin~ like burning, tingling, crawl-
ing, or like "going to sleep." (F) 
MY skin seems to be unusually sensitive to touch. (F) 
Personal adequacy, ability to cope. 
My plans have frequently seemed so full of difficulties that I have 
had to give them up. (F) 
I am easily downed in an argument. (F) 
I find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job. (F) 
My way of doing things is apt to be misunderstood by others. (F) 
I sometimes feel that I am about to go to pieces. (F) 
I feel tired a good deal of the time. (F) 
If I were an artist, I would like to draw flowers. 
If I were an artist, I would like to draw children. 
I like collecting flowers or growing house plants. 
I like to cook. (F) 
(F) 
(F) 
(F) 
When someone says silly or ignorant things about something I know, 
I try to set him right. (T) 
Phobias, Infantile Anxieties. 
57. I am not afraid of fire. (T) 
58. I am made nervous by certain animals. (F) 
59. Dirt frightens or disgusts me. (F) . 
60. I am afraid of finding myself in a closet or ~li closed place. (F) 
61. I have often been frightened in the middle of the night. (F) 
H. Miscellaneous. 
62. I like science. (T) 
63. I think Lincoln was greater than Washington. (T) 
64. 
65. 
66. 
I very much like horseback riding. (F) 
The man who had most to do with me when I was a child {such as my 
father, stepfather, etc.) was very strict with me. (T) 
One or more members of my family is very nervous. (T) 
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:1:6 PERSONALITY FACTOR DESCRIPTION 
The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF) is designed 
to measure sixteen personality factors that were derived from factoral 
analysis and are considered by Cattel to be basic source traits. It in-
eludes a second-order anxiety factor, a measure of anxiety that is loaded 
by the following factors& C-, H-, L+, 0+, Q3-, and ~+. The primary 
anxiety factor loading is C, 0, and Q4. For high anxiety, C-, 0+, and 
~+ would be the pattern. If therapeutic progress is made, it would be 
expected that the anxiety factors in the 16 PF would decline. 
The 16 PF includes the following basic source traits and their de-
scription as found in Cattell, Eber, and Tatsuoka. 
Low A-
Critical 
Stands by His Own Ideas 
Cool, Aloof 
Precise, Objective 
Distrustful, Skeptical 
Rigid 
Cold 
Prone to Sulk 
Factor A 
Good Natured, Easygoing 
Ready to Cooperate, Likes to 
Participate 
Attentive to People 
Softhearted, Casual 
Trustful 
Adaptable, Careless, "Goes 
Along" 
Warmhearted 
Laughs Readily 
Low B-
Low Mental Capacity 
Unable to Handle Abstract 
Problems 
Low £=_ 
Emotional Instability, 
Ego Weakness 
Factor J! 
Factor C 
Gets Emotional When Frustrated 
Changeable in Attitudes and 
Interests 
Easily Perturbed 
Evasive of Responsibilities, 
Tending to Give Up 
Worrying 
Gets Into Fights and Problem 
Situations 
LowE-
--
Submissive 
Dependent 
Considerate, Diplomatic 
Expressive 
Conventional, Conforming 
Easily Upset by Authority 
Humble 
Low !::, 
Desurgency 
Factor E 
Factor F 
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Hish General Metal Capacity 
Insightful, Fast-learning, In-
tellectually Adaptable 
Emotionally Stable, 
Ego Strength 
Emotionally Mature 
Stable, Constant in Interests 
Calm 
Does Not Let Emotional Needs 
Obscure Realities of a 
Situation, Adjusts to Facts 
Unruffled 
Shows Restraint in Avoiding 
Difficulties 
Assertive 
Independent-minded 
Stem, Hostile 
Solemn 
Unco~ventional, Rebellious 
Headstrong 
Admiration Demanding 
Surgency 
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Factor!: (Cont.) 
Low F-
Silent, Introspective 
Concerned, Reflective 
Incommunicative, Sticks to Inner 
values 
Slow, Cautious 
Factor G 
Low G-
----
Low Superego Strength 
Lack of Acceptance of Group Moral 
Standards 
Disregards Rules, Expedient 
Quitting, Fickle 
Frivolous 
Self-indulgent 
Slack, Indolent 
Undependable 
Disregards Obligations to People 
Factor H 
Low H-
Shy, Timid, Restrained, Threat-
sensitive 
Shy, Withdrawn 
Retiring in Face of Opposite Sex 
Emotionally Cautious 
Cheerful 
Happy-go-lucky 
Frank, Expressive, Reflects 
the Group 
Quick and Alert 
Superego Strength 
Character 
Conscientious, Persistent, 
Moralistic, Staid 
Persevering, Determined 
Responsible 
Emotionally Disciplined 
Consistently Ordered 
Conscientious, Dominated by 
Sense of Duty 
Concerned about Moral Standards 
and Rules 
Adventurous, Thick-Skinned, 
Socially Bold 
Adventurous, Likes Meeting People 
Active, Overt Interest in Oppo-
site Sex 
Responsive, Genial 
1~ 
Factor!! (Cont.) 
~H+-
Apt to be Embittered 
Restrained, Rule-bound 
Restricted Interests 
Careful, Considerate, Quick to See 
Dangers 
Factor .! 
Low I-
----
Tough-minded, Rejects Illusions 
Unsentimental, Expects Little 
Self-reliant, Taking Responsibility 
Hard (to point of cynicism) 
Few Artistic Responses (but not 
lacking in taste) 
Unaffected by "Fancies" 
Acts on Practical, Logical Evidence 
Keeps to the Point 
Does not Dwell on Physical Disa-
bilities 
Factor L 
Low L-
---
Trusting, Accepting Conditions 
Accepts Personal Unimportance 
Pliant to Changes 
Unsuspecting of Hostility 
Friendly 
Impulsive 
Emotional and Artistic Interest 
Carefree, Does Not See Danger 
Signals 
Tender-mined, Sensitive, 
Dependent, Overprotected 
Fidgety, Expecting Affection 
and Attention 
Clinging, Insecure, Seeking 
Help and Sympathy 
Kindly, Gentle, Indulgent, to 
Self and others 
Artistically Fastidious, 
Affected, Theatrical 
Imaginative in Inner Life and 
in Conversation 
Acts on Sensitive Intuition 
Attention-seeking, Flighty 
Hypochondriacal, Anxious About 
Self 
Suspecting, Jealous 
Jealous 
Dogmatic 
Suspicious of Interference 
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Factor ~ (Cont. ) 
Low L-
----
Ready to Forget Difficulties 
Understanding and Permissive, 
Tolerant 
Lax over Correcting People 
Conciliatory 
Factor M 
Practical, Has ''Down to Earth" 
Concerns 
Conventional, Alert to Practical 
Needs 
Concerned with Immediate Interests 
and Issues 
Prosaic, Avoids Anything Far-fetched 
Guided by Objective Realities, 
Dependable in Practical Judgment 
Earnest, Concerned or Worried, but 
Steady 
Factor N 
Low N-
--
Naivete, Forthright, Unpretentious 
Genuine, but Socially Clumsy 
Has Vague and Injudicious Mind 
Gregarious, Gets Warmly Emotionally 
Involved 
Spontaneous, Natural 
Has Simple Tastes 
Dwelling upon Frustrations 
Tyrannical 
Demands People Accept Respon-
sibility over Errors 
Irritable 
Imaginative, Bohemian, Absent 
Minded 
Unconventional, Absorbed in 
Ideas 
Interested in Art, Theory, 
Basic Beliefs 
Imaginatively Enthralled by 
Inner Creations 
Fanciful, Easily Seduced from 
Practical Judgment 
Generally Enthused, but Occa-
sional Hysterical Swings of 
"Giving Up" 
Shrewdness, Astute, Worldly 
Polished, Socially Aware 
Has Exact, Calculating,Mind 
Emotionally Detached and Dis-
ciplined 
Artful 
Esthetically Fastidious 
Factor N (Cont.) 
Low N-
----
Lacking Self-insight 
Unskilled in Analyzing Motives 
Content with What Comes 
Has Blind Trust in Human Nature 
Factor 0 
Low 0-
--
Untroubled Adequacy, Self-assured, 
Placid, Secure, Complacent 
Self-confident 
Cheerful, Resilient 
Impenitent, Placid 
Expedient, Insensitive to People's 
Approval or Disapproval 
Does Not Care 
Rudely Vigorous 
No Fears 
Given to Simple Action 
Factor Q1 
Conservatism of Temperament 
Conservative, Respecting Estab-
lished Ideas, Tolerant of 
Traditional Difficulties 
106 
Insightful Regarding Self 
Insightful Regarding Others 
Ambitious, Possibly Insecure 
Smart, "Cuts Corners" 
Guilt Proneness, Apprehensive, 
Self-reproaching, Insecure, 
Worrying, Troubled 
Worrying, Anxious 
Depressed, Cries Easily 
Easily Touched, Overcome by 
Moods 
Strong Sense of Obligantion, 
Sensitive to People's Appro-
val or Disapproval 
Scrupulous, Fussy 
Hypochondriacal and Inadequate 
Phobic Symptoms 
Lonely, Brooding 
Radicalism 
Experimenting, Liberal, 
Analytical, Free-thinking 
Factor Q2 
Low Q2-
----
Group Dependency 
Sociably Group Dependent, A 
"joiner", and Sound Follower 
Factor _QJ 
Low Self-sentiment, Integration 
Uncontrolled, Lax, Follows Own 
Urges, Careless of Social Rules 
Low Q4.-
Low Ergic Tension 
Relaxed, Tranquil, Torpid, 
Unfrustrated, Composed 
Factor~ 
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Self-sufficiency 
Self-sufficient, Resourceful, 
Prefers Own Decisions 
High Strength of Self-sentiment 
Controlled, Exacting Will 
Power, Socially Precise, 
Compulsive, Following 
Self-image 
High Ergic Tension 
Tense, Frustrated, Driven, 
Overwrought, Fretful 
Cattell, Eber, and Tatsuoka indicate that "the kinds of behavior placed 
at the top of each of the ••• source trait (factor) description lists are 
more strongly characteristic (more highly 'loaded') than those lower in 
the list •••• "1 
In this study, the 16 PF is used supportively with the Es scale. 
It is also hoped that it will show the direction in which change (if any) 
is occur.rlng in basic, personality, source traits as a result of the 
group experience. 
1
cattell, Eber, Tatsuoka, Op. Cit., pp. 77-109. 
Appendix D 
SYLLABUS 
GUIDANCE 425 - INDIVIDUAL APPRAISAL AND GROUP PROCESSES 
Fall Semester 1975-76 
Dr. John A. Wellington 
Purposes 
1. To develop a philosophy of interpersonal relationships. 
2. To initiate that philosopjy in behavior. 
J. To inspect your basic need systems developmentally. 
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4. To evaluate yourself in regard to the nature of your goal choice in 
Pupil Personnel Work or Student Personnel Work in Higher Education. 
5· To develop skills in basic interpersonal relationships. 
6. To formulate a concept of the place for diagnostics in helping rela-
tionships. 
Required Reading 
1. Groups1 Theory ~ Practice, Napier-Gershenfeld. Houghton-Mifflin 
Co., 1973. 
2. Any text explaining Maslow's system of needs, such as, Motivation 
and Personality. 
Recommended Reading 
~ Roge~s ~ Encounter Groups. Rogers, Harper-Row, 1970 
The required text is to be read in the first week. A depth reading can 
then follow through the course. 
Project 
I. 1. Socio-cultural pattern into which you were born covering atti-· 
tudes concerning religion, family, economics, socialization, 
politics, mores of sub-culture. 
2. Using Maslow's need system as a basisa 
a. development from birth to school attendance. 
b. school attendance to puberty. 
c. puberty to completion of high school. 
d. young adulthood to present. 
Covering needs and evolvement of attitudes and values through 
inter-relationships with family, surrogate figures, sib relation-
ships, peer groups in school and community, vocational and avo-
cational pursuits, and relationship to a higher being. Written 
in first person and working with feelings at an affective, not a 
cognitive level. 
109 
J. Perceptions of Self "I Am" - As a personality who has assets and 
and liabilities in being affective in relationships to others as 
well as to the self. 
---- -- -- --- ----
4. Hopes ~ Fears - Toward self and others and looking at the pres-
ent, immediate future, and the future. A fear is not to be dealt 
with as the opposite of hope. 
5. Your goal choice - On what bases have you selected your goal in 
a field concentrating on helping relationships. This means 
functioning at a level of honesty which may not be comfortable. 
II. Testing 
1. Tests of mental ability, verbal and quantitative abilities, in-
terest and personality inventories. The following format is 
required for test reporting• 
a. Name and form and norms of test 
b. Purposes 
c. Results 
d. Interpretation 
e. Reactions 
2. Test reactions are to be written immediately after you complete 
any test or inventory whether at school or at home. This deals 
with your personal feelings about the experience. 
III. Synthesis 
1. Parts I and II are developed into a synthesis covering abilities, 
interests, and personalities. 
2. From the synthesis, what factors support or do not support goal 
choices: These should be developed into recommendations cover-
ing abilities, interest, and personality variables. 
Part I is due on Wednesday, November 19, 1975. 
ed after that date except for hospitalization. 
paper will require withdrawal from the course. 
due on Monday, January 5, 1976. No incompletes 
coursea therefore, all projects must be turned 
No paper will be accept-
Failure to submit a 
The total project will be 
will be assigned in the 
in on that date. 
The experience in the groups and the experience in looking at oneself 
through the paper are interrelated toward each person gaining a realistic 
perception of himself as a human being in all interrelationships working 
toward a goal of helping others. Therefore, by making a commitment 
through enrolling in this course, you are expected to make the full com-
mitment through reading, group processes, individual processes, and 
self-examination and attendance at every class and group session. If 
you cannot or will not make the necessary commitment, then you should 
withdraw immediately. Honesty with yourself and others in your group is 
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the foundation f'or meaningful growth. 
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GROUP DYNAMICS 
DR. J. MAYO 
Course objectivesa 
1. Develop a knowledge of group processes. 
2. Develop an understanding of the relationship between group goals and 
group process in task groups. 
3. Develop group participant and observer skills. 
4. Apply democratic group procedures to groups in field situations. 
Textbooks a 
Shaw, M. E., Group Dynamics, New York, McGraw-Hill, 1971 
Applbaum, R. L., The Process of G~up Communication, Chicago, Science 
Research Associates, Inc., 197 • 
Major Topics of Study& 
I. Current Issues in small group study 
A. Theory 
1. Types of groups 
2. Research 
B. Practice 
1. Participant skills 
2. Observer skills 
C. References 
1. Cartwright and Zander, Chapters 1 & 2 
2. Shepherd, Chapters 2 & 3 
3. Shaw, Chapter 1 
II. Formation of Groups 
A. Theory 
B. Practice 
1. Structure (spatial relationships) 
2. Dynamics (attraction) 
C. References 
1. Cartwright and Zander, Chapters 24, 25, 28, 29 
2. Bonner, Chapter 12 
3. Haiman, Chapter 4 
4. Hare, Chapter 4 
5. Shepherd, PP• 58-9, 81-4 
6. Shaw, Chapter 4 
III Membership Roles 
A. Theory 
B. Practice 
1. Task and Maintenance 
2. Leadership 
3. Role conflict and changing roles 
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C. References 
1. Hollander and Hl.Ult, Article 34 
2. Lewin, Lippitt,. and White, ''Pattems of Behavior in Experi-
mentally Created Social Climates," Joumal of Social Psy-
chology. 
3. Shaw 
4. Napier, Chapters 2 & 5 
5. Lippitt & White, Autocracy & Democracy 
IV. Status, Power, and Stereotyping 
A. Theory 
1. Sources of power 
2. Effects of power 
B. Practice 
1. Authority 
2. Social Climate 
c. References 
1. Hollander and Hunt 
2. Shaw 
3. Cartwright & Zander 
v. Norms and Goals 
A. Theory 
B. Practice 
1. Setting goals 
a. Direction 
b. Clarity 
c. Definition 
2. Norms 
a. Conformity 
c. Deviance 
C. References 
1. Cartwright and Zander 
2. Shepherd 
3. Leavitt 
4. Hare' 
5. Bonner 
6. Shaw 
7. Napier 
VI. Comml.Ulica tion 
A. Theory 
B. Practice 
1. Feedback 
2. Listening Skills 
C. References 
1. Cartwright and Zander 
2. Shepherd 
3. Hare 
4. Shaw 
5. Napier 
VII. Conflict Management 
A. Theory - force field analysis and variations 
B. Practice 
1. Intragroup Forces 
a. Cohesion 
b. Disruption 
c. Consensus 
2. Extragroup Forces 
a. Reference groups 
b. Competition 
c. Negotiation 
C. References 
1. Cartwright and Zander 
2. Shepherd 
J. Bonner 
4. Festinger, Theory of Dissonance 
VIII. Group Maturity 
A. Theory 
1. Phases of growth 
2. Patterns of growth 
B. Practice 
c. References 
1. Shepherd 
2. Haima.n 
J. Bennis, Bennett, and Chin 
IX. Application to other settings 
A. Theory 
B. Practice 
1. Ed.uca tion 
2. Industry 
J. Community Relations 
C. References 
1. Leavitt 
2. Argyris, Life 
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